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From the Ghairman

I recently spoke at the graduation for the West

Point Class of 2011, and while my remarks were

mostly directed to the next generation of Army

leadership, there is a broader message for all of

us. What follows is the crux of those remarks:

ver the last 4 years, one of the

greatest privileges of this posi-

tion has been getting to know

the men and women of the
United States Army. Days like today remind
us why our Army has played such a singular
and essential role in our nation’s history. In
many ways, the story of the United States
Army is the story of America—from our
founding through the Civil War, a tumultuous
20 century, and right up until today.

I was thinking about a figure so promi-
nent in that story, someone with whom I
can in many ways relate: George Armstrong
Custer. His story as a Cadet isn’t too far from
my own as a Midshipman, and, no, Custer and
I did not know each other personally. I went to
school in the ’60s, but not the 1860s.

Just as my performance at that “other”
Academy was, shall we say, less than ideal,
Custer’s record at West Point left something
to be desired as well. A review of conduct
records at the time—and they do keep track
of those things—suggests he had marginal
study habits and a proclivity for petty
offenses, scoring demerits for “being late
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to formation,” “hair out of regs,” and my
personal favorite, “throwing snowballs,” for
which he logged three demerits.

I have to admit, I beat Custer in this
department, having racked up 115 demerits
in a single day during my last year. What hap-
pened back then remains highly classified,
but let’s just say that my offense was a little
bit more serious than throwing snowballs.

So, yes, I have “walked the Area” a few times.
There were times when I owned the Area. I
could have built condos.

Custer graduated last in his class, known
as “the goat,” which I note is the same name
as Navy’s mascot. I also finished near the
bottom. I just hope our stories end differently.

If my record in school said anything, it
was, “Mullen, you are really going to have to
work hard in the Navy”—and I did, and the
opportunities this life of service has provided
far exceeded anything I ever expected. I've quite
simply had the chance to work with some of the
best people in the world, gaining friends and
mentors who have supported and enriched me.

Indeed, none of us get to where we
are on our own. There’s always someone

who helped make it happen. So you ought
to remember those who got you here: your
moms, dads, brothers, sisters, aunts, uncles,
grandparents, and other family members.

Families, thank you for raising these
fine women and men in small towns and large
cities all over this country, indeed, all over the
world. You instilled in your kids a desire to
serve, a willingness to sacrifice and to suffer—
and I'm not just talking about mechanical
engineering class.

Four years ago, you drove them through
the Stony Lonesome Gate, and you handed
them over. You said, “Here, take my child in
this time of war, teach them how to lead and
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Chairman delivers commencement address at
United States Military Academy, May 2011

how to fight, teach them how to be good public
stewards and good leaders to good Soldiers.”

It was a brave thing you did, and difficult.
But it was probably more difficult driving away.
As the parents of two Naval Academy gradu-
ates, my wife, Deborah, and I know that feeling
all too well—the pride, the fear, the incredible
elation of returning home and knowing you
won't have to pick up dirty socks off the bath-
room floor anymore or scrape pizza cheese
off the inside of the microwave or jump in the
family car only to find the gas on “E.”

Today, of course, is really all about
the Class of 2011. When this country was
attacked on 9/11, most of you were just 11
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or 12 years old, getting your braces off and
getting yelled at for leaving dirty socks on the
bathroom floor.

We have been at war nearly half your
young lives. Yet all of you made a choice freely
to serve your country, to come here to West
Point. Your choice, your commitment, speaks
well not only of your character, but also of
your courage. For that, I deeply respect and
thank each of you.

Today, you become a commissioned
officer in the ranks of the most respected
military on Earth, the vast majority of you
heading into the Army, the very center of
gravity of our force.

It’s an Army tempered by 10 years of
combat, an expeditionary force that has liter-
ally rewritten just about every rule and every
scrap of doctrine it follows to adapt to the
reality it now faces.

It’s an Army not much bigger than it was
on September 11 that is now organized around
Brigade Combat Teams instead of divisions,
that deploys more modular and more flexible
capabilities than ever before, that can kill the
enemy swiftly and silently one day and then
help build a school or dig a well the next.

It’s an Army that understands the
power of ballots as well as bullets and culture
as well as conflict, an Army that has surged
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to the fore of our national consciousness, not
by being a bulwark but rather by being an
agent of change.

It’s an Army of flesh and blood, an
Army of young men and women like your-
selves who signed up willingly to face danger
and to risk their lives for something greater
than those lives.

Your job is to lead them and lead them
well. That is what they expect of you. Actually,
itisn’t a job at all; it’s a duty. For those of you
who have no prior service, you are going to be
awestruck at the manner in which these young
Soldiers do their duty every single day.

A couple of years ago, I visited a unit
high atop a hill in the Korengal Valley in
Afghanistan. You stand up there and you look
at the utter desolation of the place and the
spartan conditions these young people are
living in and you cannot help but get a little
thick in the throat.

I awarded the Silver Star to a young
officer at that outpost, Captain Greg Ambro-
sia, Class of 2005. He earned that medal for
actions the year prior when he was a first
lieutenant, just 2 years after graduating from
West Point.

Leading his Soldiers in a nighttime
air assault into enemy territory, Lieuten-
ant Ambrosia established key high ground
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U.S. Army (Sean P. Casey)

observation posts. By morning, they
encountered an enemy force that not only
outnumbered them, but also surrounded
their position, closing into within hand
grenade range. Greg fiercely led his Soldiers
to safety, placing himself in the line of fire.
Under his lead, they repelled the opposing
force long enough for support to arrive,
denying the enemy key terrain.

When asked what inspired him to lead
like that, he looked down at his boots and said
simply, “My Soldiers.”

I spent more time with the Army in my
two terms as Chairman than I have any other
Service, and I know what he means.

Those troops had been out there 14
months. They had seen a lot of tough fighting
and lost a lot of good Soldiers, good buddies.
They knew they were going home soon, but
they wanted to point out to me all the places
nearby where they could venture because they
had learned about the culture and had figured
out how to work with the tribal leaders.

When they yelled “hooah” after the
ceremony, it wasn’t because they were proud
of their new medals. It was because they were
proud of the difference they knew they were
making together as a team. It’s that team
that has made possible the success we’ve seen
in Iraq, the progress we are now making in

Afghanistan, the support we are providing
over the skies of Libya, and the security we
ensure around the globe.

You're going to be a member of that
team. You're going to be expected to support
and to have courage and to lead that team
almost from day one, and that is a tall order,
hard enough all by itself.

But today ’'m going to give you another
assignment. I'm going to ask you to take
on yet another duty, an obligation far more
complex and yet just as important as small-
unit leadership. I'm going to ask you to be a
Statesman as well as a Soldier. I'm going to ask
you to remember that you are citizens first
and foremost.

This great republic of ours was founded
on simple ideas—simple but enduring. One of
these is that the people, through their elected
representatives, will, as the Constitution
stipulates, raise an army and maintain a navy.

The people will determine the course
that the military steers, the skills we perfect,
the wars we fight. The people reign supreme.
We answer to them.

We are therefore—and must remain—a
neutral instrument of the state, accountable to
our civilian leaders, no matter which political
party holds sway.

But we can never forget that we, too,
are the people. We, too, are voters and little
league coaches and scout leaders and crossing
guards—or at least we should be. We, too,
have an obligation to preserve the very institu-
tions that preserve us as a fighting force.

As George Washington so eloquently
put it, “When we assumed the soldier, we did
not lay aside the citizen.”

So it is not enough today that we deploy.
It is not enough today that we fight. It is not
enough today that we serve, unless we serve
also the greater cause of American self-gov-
ernment and everything that underpins it.

Self-government is not some sweet dish
upon which a people may indulge themselves.
It requires work and effort, sacrifice and
strain. It may at times leave a bitter taste, and
because it does, self-government burdens us
equally with obligation, as well as privilege.

Now, please don’t misunderstand me.

I do not understate the importance of mili-
tary service, and I am not suggesting that
one who serves in uniform has not wholly
or without honor rendered the Nation its
due. Quite the contrary. I have been to the
field hospitals. I have been to Dover. I've
seen good men and women laid to rest at
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Arlington. I know well the full measure of
devotion that so many have paid.

Some of them have come from the Long
Gray Line, like First Lieutenants Chris Goeke,
Sal Corma, and Robert Collins from the Class
0f 2008, and most recently, First Lieutenant
Daren Hidalgo, Class of 2009.

Daren was hit by shrapnel in early
February but declined surgery to his left leg,
opting instead for antibiotics and pain meds
so he wouldn’t be sidelined from his Soldiers.
He joked with his dad on the phone about
setting off metal detectors. Sixteen days later,
Daren was killed by an antitank mine, the
81+ graduate in these wars to be added to the
somber role in Cullum Hall.

Daren came from a proud military
family, his dad a 1981 West Point grad; his
oldest brother, Class of 2006, currently serving
his fourth tour in Afghanistan; and another
brother, a Marine who served twice in Iraq.

Yes, you all understand quite well the
sacrifices demanded by military service.

What I am suggesting is that we in
uniform do not have the luxury anymore of
assuming that our fellow citizens understand
it the same way.

Our work is appreciated. Of that, I am
certain. There isn’t a town or a city I visit
where people do not convey to me their great
pride in what we do. Even those who do not
support the wars support the troops. But I
fear they do not know us. I fear they do not
comprehend the full weight of the burden we
carry or the price we pay when we return from
battle. This is important because a people
uninformed about what they are asking the
military to endure is a people inevitably
unable to fully grasp the scope of the responsi-
bilities our Constitution levies upon them.

Were we more representative of the
population, were more American families
touched by military service, like that of the
Hidalgo family, perhaps a more advanta-
geous familiarity would ensue. But we are a
small force, rightly volunteers, and less than
1 percent of the population, scattered about
the country due to base closings, and fre-
quent and lengthy deployments. We are also
fairly insular, speaking our own language of
sorts, living within our own unique culture,
isolating ourselves either out of fear or from,
perhaps, even our own pride.

The American people can therefore be
forgiven for not possessing an intimate knowl-
edge of our needs or of our deeds. We haven’t
exactly made it easy for them. And we have
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been a little busy. But that doesn’t excuse us
from making the effort. That doesn’t excuse
us from our own constitutional responsibili-
ties as citizens and Soldiers to promote the
general welfare, in addition to providing for
the common defense. We must help them
understand, our fellow citizens, who so des-
perately want to help us.

The first Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, General Omar Bradley, once said,
“Battles are won by the infantry, the armor,
the artillery and air teams, by soldiers living
in the rains and huddling in the snow. But
wars are won by the great strength of a nation,
the soldier and the civilian working together.”

It’s not enough that you learn your
skill and lead your troops. You must also
help lead your nation, even as second
lieutenants. You must win these wars, yes,
by working alongside civilians and with
other departments of our government, with
international forces, contractors, and non-
governmental agencies.

But you also must win them at home
by staying in touch with those of your troops
who leave the Service; by making sure the
families of the fallen are cared for and thought
of and supported; by communicating often
and much with the American people to the
degree you can.

Chairman arrives at Forward Operating Base Jackson,
Afghanistan, April 2011

Today’s operating environment is a
dynamic landscape that grows more intercon-
nected and interdependent every day. Yet
we still struggle to make the most basic of
connections, the relationships that matter so
much. As you go from here, please seek also
to go beyond the technical knowledge you’ve
gained and broaden your views. Try to see
things through others’ eyes and leverage every
opportunity to better understand and to be
better understood.

Know that our trust and confidence
go with you. The American people go with
you. We are grateful for who you are and all
that you will do for the Army, and shoulder-
to-shoulder with your fellow citizens, for the
Nation and for the world.

Thank you for your service. May God
bless each and every one of you and your
families, and may God bless America. JFQ

MICHAEL G. MULLEN
Admiral, U.S. Navy
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

U.S. Navy (Chad J. McNeeley)
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Executive Summary

he keys to success in any opera-
tion include intense preparation
and a constant “scan of the
skies” to be aware of changes
in the operating environment. While flying,
pilots call this skill “keeping your head on
a swivel” in order to keep the craft headed
to the target while being ready to react to
changes. Clearly, world events are causing
all of us to have a robust scan to absorb the
changes we are experiencing. Being a profes-
sional member of the U.S. military requires
all who serve to be prepared to execute the
mission when called on, regardless of expecta-
tion. Change is a constant, we are told.
As I write this summary, we have been
given a clear demonstration of the impact a

U.S. Navy SEAL team conducts
direct-action mission training
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well-organized, -trained, and -equipped force
can have on the strategic level of war with

the killing of Osama bin Laden. Demonstrat-
ing the ability to leverage the lessons of past
operations, U.S. joint forces have set the stan-
dard for military professionalism in execution
of their assigned missions worldwide. Every
American has the right to be proud of what
these men and women have done after nearly
10 years of war.

One of the key issues that Admiral Mike
Mullen has highlighted and reinforced during
his term as Chairman is military professional-
ism. As he repeatedly states, leadership is the
one characteristic of military service that he
cares about most. In this issue, Joint Force
Quarterly provides several aspects of what

it means to wear the military uniform and
lead in today’s joint force. You will have an
opportunity to reflect on Admiral Mullen’s
thoughts on leadership and military profes-
sionalism while reading the views of others on
this critical component of continued military
success. Not everyone agrees on just what a
military professional is, so the discussion of
what it means to be a professional in the U.S.
military should be renewed from time to time
as a measure of where our force is and where
it needs to go. JFQ is proud to offer just such a
jumping-off point.

In the Forum, in addition to the
speeches from the Chairman’s January 2011
Conference on Military Professionalism,
introduced by Dr. Al Pierce, we present two

U.S. Navy (Ashley Myers)
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articles on the subject. In the first of the
two companion pieces, Colonel Thomas
Galvin suggests a “domain-based” model
for examining the question of whether the
profession of arms is indeed a profession.
Next, an experienced and highly success-
ful faculty member from the School of
Advanced Air and Spaces Studies, Lieutenant
Colonel Ian Bryan, enters the debate on when
officers should begin seriously considering
and learning how to be successful within
the civil-military environment in which all
general and flag officers operate (far sooner
than most do, in his estimation) by offering
some suggestions on how this is best done.
The Special Feature section has five
articles that offer a chance to expand “think-
ing space” in terms of strategy, diplomacy,
planning, and theory, as well as intelligence
training and education. Professor Colin Gray,
who has been an important contributor to
JFQ over the years, places the label of “hero”
on the strategist and explains why becoming
a good strategist is both a difficult road for
the individual and of ultimate importance to
the nation he or she serves. While thinking of
strategy, members of the military often have
no direct means for gaining an understanding
of how the “line officers” of the State Depart-
ment think or the role a diplomat plays in the
areas that he operates in. Written well before
he was selected as the second U.S. Special
Envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan, Ambas-
sador Marc Grossman discusses his insights,
which will no doubt be validated as he works
through the issues of his new position. Next,
National War College faculty member Colonel
Mark Bucknam, a former member of the
Secretary of Defense planning team, helps us
get a better understanding of how the combat-
ant commands’ Adaptive Planning efforts
have fared under Secretary of Defense Robert
Gates. Expanding JFQ’s partnerships across
the Defense Department’s education institu-
tions, we present Professors Rebecca Frerichs
and Stephen Di Rienzo of the National Intel-
ligence University, who advocate a path to
better organizing how our intelligence profes-
sionals learn how to support national security.
The Commentary section has three
distinct, strategically important articles that
take us from Afghanistan to Latin America
and back to the homeland. Lieutenant General
William Caldwell and Captain Nathan Finney
provide a timely and in-depth assessment of
efforts to organize, train, and field the Afghan
security forces that will enable a more stable
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Air Force Aeromedical Evacuation and Critical Care Air Transport Team prepares Soldier wounded by IED
attack to travel to Walter Reed Army Medical Center

and secure Afghanistan. Martin Andersen
then suggests a plan for defeating transnational
criminal organizations in Latin America,
which have so far adapted and survived many
efforts to stop them. Given the state of our mili-
tary forces after more than 20 years of overseas
operations from Desert Shield/Desert Storm
onward, M. Thomas Davis and Nathaniel Fick
suggest that despite the fact that the United
States retains the best defense industrial base
in the world, the relationship between this base
and the government needs to be improved in
light of the steady consolidation and specializa-
tion of the industries involved. Given the addi-
tional $400 billion reduction in the Defense
budget over the next 10-plus years, this rela-
tionship will become increasingly important to
get right because of the obvious reconstitution
needs of all Services.

The Features section offers an impor-
tant set of articles to remind us of how
complex our world is—and the likely need
for an agile joint force in the years to come.
Rear Admiral Steven Romano provides an
excellent case study in complex operations
based on his experiences as the U.S. Euro-
pean Command J4 during the Georgia crisis
0f 2008. Throughout the past few issues, JFQ
has had a number of articles about China,
but none that provided the level of insight
that Major Mark Snakenberg does on the
critical subject of China’s junior officer and
noncommissioned officer education. In an
effort to provide ammunition to support a

much neglected area of joint professional
military education and nuclear issues, Pro-
fessor Steven Cimbala discusses the calculus
of nuclear arms in today’s complex strategic
environment. Colonel Reginald Smith helps
us understand the strategic considerations
of the Arctic, an area that is now under the
responsibility of U.S. Northern Command.
With an increasingly costly environment for
traditional power generation, Colonel Paul
Roege lastly discusses several important
options for powering our military operations
in the future.

As always, JFQ provides four engag-
ing book reviews along with a joint doc-
trine update. Lieutenant Colonel Robert
Holdsworth adds to the doctrine debate with
his discussion of securing airspaces around
airfields in the joint battlespace.

We continue to receive many high
quality submissions to JFQ each week to
select from for the October edition, and we
will showcase the winners of the Secretary
of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff Essay Competitions as well. Given
the continuing turbulence in the Middle
East and the likelihood of operating in con-
tested spaces in the future, we need to keep
expanding our scan and thinking ahead of
our position to remain the best in the world
at what we do. JFQ

—William T. Eliason
Editor
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Chairman’s Conference on
Military Professionalism

AN OVERVIEW

By ALBERT C. PIERCE

eaders of Joint Force Quarterly (JFQ) and others who
follow his speeches know that Admiral Mike Mullen
has been concerned for the past several years over pos-

sible erosion of the professional military ethos. A decade
of war, the so-called Revolt of the Generals, active campaigning for
Presidential candidates by retired flag officers, and other factors have
challenged many of the traditional tenets of military professionalism
in the Armed Forces. The Chairman has called for introspection and
reflection on the part of the members of the profession and asked that
more attention be paid to these issues across the spectrum of profes-
sional military education (PME) and training.

Admiral Mullen asked the Institute for National Security Ethics
and Leadership (INSEL) at the National Defense University (NDU)
to explore these issues, and specifically to convene a conference that
would stimulate such introspection and reflection and encourage the
PME community to rethink how it approaches such questions.

The conference took place at NDU on January 10, 2011. The Chair-
man’s guidance helped INSEL determine both the kind of speakers and
audience for the conference. In the spirit of introspection and reflection,
all but one of the speakers were Active-duty or retired military profession-
als. To respond to the Chairman’s appeal to PME, INSEL invited leaders
from across the military and education community. Admiral Mullen
served as keynote speaker. A former Chairman, General Richard B.
Myers, now the Colin Powell Chair of Leadership, Ethics, and Character
at INSEL, was also a featured speaker, as was a former Deputy Secretary of
Defense, The Honorable John Hamre.

Dr. Albert C. Pierce is Director of the Institute for National Security Ethics and
Leadership at the National Defense University.
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With able logistical and administrative support from NDU’s
Center for Strategic Conferencing, INSEL organized a 1-day program of
featured speakers and panels. It also commissioned and produced two
products on military professionalism and has made them available on
its Web site.! INSEL is in the process of posting on its Web site a video
of all the conference speakers and panels. It is also planning to publish
an anthology of readings on military professionalism through NDU
Press. Other products and programs are being considered as part of this
ongoing INSEL project.

As another way to share the conference deliberations more widely,
JFQ graciously offered to publish edited versions of some of the confer-
ence presentations. This special section that follows includes edited
transcripts of remarks by Vice Admiral Ann E. Rondeau, USN (Presi-
dent of NDU); Colonel Matthew Moten, USA; Sergeant Major Bryan
Battaglia, USMC; Admiral Leon Edney, USN (Ret.); and Major General
Paul Eaton, USA (Ret.).

As INSEL director, I am pleased that we were able to host the
conference and produce materials that can be used across the military
education and training community and beyond. I thank the editors of
JFQ and the leadership and staff of NDU Press for their active support
and assistance. JFQ

NOTE

! See Richard Swain, “The Obligations of Military Professionalism: Service
Unsullied by Partisanship,” December 2010, available at <www.ndu.edu/INSEL/
docUploaded/obligations%200f%20military%20professionalism.pdf>; and
“Military Professionalism: An Annotated Bibliography on the Nature and Ethos
of the Military Profession,” December 2010, available at <www.ndu.edu/INSEL/
docUploaded/MilitaryProfessionalismBibliography.pdf>.
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Chairman presents keynote speech at military professionalism
conference held January 10, 2011, at National Defense University
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especially for those of us in the business of
professional military education and training,
this comes down to what and how we teach,
and how we learn, and how we transmit to
those around us in our profession what we say,
what we believe, and ultimately, and perhaps
most importantly, who we are.

Transmitting belief and culture is fairly
basic. How that belief and culture are then
understood, interpreted, translated, internal-
ized, and applied—that is, put into prac-
tice—can be complicating and complicated.
Meaning is essential and significant both per-
sonally and culturally. Leaders set the tone for
the culture of their organizations. Meaning
of the community, no matter how defined,
becomes essential for interconnectedness,
for bonding, and for understanding. It all
has to do with the relationship between the
organization and the individual. What does
the Navy mean to me? What does it mean for
me? Meaning becomes essential as a reference
point for integrity in all its parts and in all its
definitions. Meaning serves to define authen-
ticity and can be both the inspiration and an
aspiration. Understanding meaning can also
give coherence to our actions.

Leaders matter. And it is our leader,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Admiral Mike Mullen, who has been asking
us to think about what we have become
over time. He began his time as Chairman
by articulating a set of beliefs. Why is this
important? Because cultures are set by leaders
and what they believe, and what they instill
in us helps mold us. Cultures are about belief.
In this all-volunteer military and in this
precious democracy, our people will draft or
walk or march away from us if our culture
and our beliefs are misaligned, misguided,
misinterpreted, or misused. If we are not clear
about who we are, how can the people we
serve understand who we are?

When he became Chairman, Admiral
Mullen clearly laid out what he believed in:

I believe in civilian control of the military. ... I
believe in preserving the trust and confidence
of the American people. . . . I believe in holding
myself accountable and others. . . . I believe
obedience to authority is the supreme military
virtue underpinning the very credibility with
which we exercise command and control. . ..

I believe true loyalty to our superiors is best

Vice Admiral Ann E. Rondeau, USN, is President of
the National Defense University.
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demonstrated by showing the moral courage

to offer dissenting views and opinions where
and when appropriate. I believe in healthy and
transparent relationships with Congress.

His beliefs, our beliefs, any beliefs are
important because they drive culture, and
culture provides meaning, and meaning
guides behavior. As members of the Armed
Forces of the United States, our beliefs, our
culture, and our meaning are such that we—
and the American people we serve—simply
assume, even know, that we will sacrifice when
needed, and ultimately, if necessary, give that
“last full measure of devotion” that President
Abraham Lincoln invoked at Gettysburg.

Admiral Mullen and his generational
peers—I am one of them—were part of
the Vietnam generation, a generation that
perhaps lost sight of traditional military
beliefs, or even came to abandon some of
them. Having lost sight of our own beliefs,
and maybe adopting some new ones, we were
not in a sound position to positively affect
the American people’s beliefs about and
attitudes toward their military. It took us a
long while to work our way out of that—and
to win back the respect and support of the
people we serve.

Ethos, culture, and meaning are matters
external to us as individual military members,
things that help shape, inform, and provide
reference points and touchstones. What I
intend to turn to now is that which is inside of
us: our identity. How does identity influence
and inform what is inside of us, how we act
and behave, and what we believe? Let me enter
this topic with a story.

When I first got assigned to Great
Lakes as the commander for Navy training
and accessions, training for both enlisted
cadre and officer corps outside of the Naval
Academy, I had a 22-day turnaround, and the
move occurred a month after the events of
9/11.1did not have much time to study about
what I needed to do to understand this new
mission I was given.

So I pulled out from my library a
number of books that I read in the past and
that I decided to review, so that I could better
understand the context of training, especially
as we entered a period of war. I would focus
on methodologies, pedagogy, and the science
of learning. What was some of the historical
context that I could draw upon from books I
had read? I had the personal and professional
experience of the Vietnam War era in my

RONDEAU

Vice Admiral Rondeau
speaks at NDU military
professionalism conferenc

National Defense University (Katherine Lewis)

own memory, but what had I read that might
be useful?

If we contend that personal account-
ability is critical to a sense of ethical
conduct, then we must also contend that
identity—how someone sees himself/
herself—is essential to ethical understand-
ing. If we claim that we should own our
actions, then our personal identity must be
connected with moral responsibility.

It was that notion that struck me as I
reread Jonathan Shay’s Achilles in Vietnam,
Malham Wakin’s War, Morality and the Mili-
tary Profession, and James D. Hunter’s The
Death of Character, and other books, while
in transit to Great Lakes. Identity becomes
important—both in how we identify ourselves
and how our culture identifies us. Identity
is thereby linked to some social connection

if we contend that personal
accountability is critical to a
sense of ethical conduct, then
we must also contend that
identity is essential to ethical
understanding
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U.S. Army (Cameron Boyd)

with responsibility. To be defined as a “profes-
sional,” in contrast with being an “amateur”
or a “nonprofessional,” has implications for
meaning, expectations, standards, tolerance,
and qualifying criteria. We need to say what
we mean and mean what we say as we link
words of identity with accountability and
responsibility.

For example, there is an ongoing
debate about whether noncommissioned
officers (NCOs) and other enlisted person-
nel are members of the military profession,
or whether only officers are members of the
profession. I find that Samuel Huntington
argument from 1958 (that enlisted personnel
are not members of the profession) to be a
conceit of intellect rather than a wisdom of
understanding, and not just an artifact of the
time in which he wrote. I find the argument
about who is a professional, and who is not, to
be an interesting issue about identity, so let me
act as provocateur.

There is something wholly undemo-
cratic, I would argue, about denying that
entire groups of skilled people are not profes-
sionals by some conceit of definition, when, in
reality, we fully expect professional conduct
from them and become incisively focused

there is something wholly
undemocratic about denying
that entire groups of skilled
people are not professionals

by some conceit of definitio
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on accountability when anyone—whether
deemed by some to be a professional or not—
embarrasses the institution or otherwise vio-
lates basic norms of professional conduct and
comportment. Why should any individual feel
morally responsible, professionally respon-
sible, to an organization if others in that
organization define that individual in negative
terms: that he or she is “not a professional”?
Or, in another example, “nonrated”?

We Sailors talk a lot about things
that are important to us, things that have
always been important to us as Sailors and
as military professionals. But circumstances
change, and new circumstances pose new
challenges and raise new questions. For
example, in the contemporary environment,
can we Sailors understand what the moral
conflict is in close-order combat, the way
that the ground Soldier has to understand it?
Do we who do distance-firing truly under-
stand the moral dimensions of close-order
weapons and the effects of ordnance and of
weapons that come close, even as close as
knives? What is the identity of a Sailor in
this context? What is a Soldier if we put her
to sea? Does environment matter? How are
decisions made when we are outside the cul-
tural context, norms, and standards of the
professional culture in which we have been
trained and educated and that we experi-
ence? Is our identity as a Sailor the same as
that of the Soldier or Marine, or is it inter-
estingly, even significantly, different?

What is it that brings all of us military
professionals together? What are the aggregat-

ing principles and desegregating realities?
What is the common identity? We need to
understand these matters as leaders, learners,
educators, teachers, and trainers because they
are central elements and key attributes of the
military profession.

We are willing to discuss what we
believe, but we are much more conflicted as to
what that means—the meaning of that Soldier,
Sailor, Marine, Airman, and Coastguardsman
on point—because while we can say that it is
tactical, today it is also strategic.

We must understand ourselves as pro-
fessionals if we want to further this conver-
sation about professional ethics. It is then
that we can better answer Admiral Mullen’s
question about what we have become. We
talk about being a profession of arms, and
we nod our heads that we understand what
this means.

Yet I submit this issue in the context
of our present age: The “profession of arms”
has been encroached upon mightily by the
ethics of the contractor on the battlefield, by
the information age, and by what command
authority is all about. How do we under-
stand what is required in the profession
of arms in the context of the health of the
force? How do we understand the profes-
sion of arms as we train our good people to
be effective and lethal warfighters at one
turn, and then humanitarian responders
at another turn, and strategic communica-
tors at yet another—the same people doing
all three functions alternately, sometimes
simultaneously? We do so always with an
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the moral requirement for the
American military member
today is exquisitely more
demanding than that for my
generation

expectation of effects and affects that ensure
alignment with and allegiance to the ethics
and moral principles of “the culture.” How
do we as teachers, trainers, mentors, learn-
ers, and leaders ourselves put that across

in our schoolhouses, our training environ-
ments, our commands?

So, to come back to my story, when I
got to Great Lakes, I recognized that all the
Services had been doing some interesting
work, and the Army was doing some great
work, but here I was, in November 2001.
And there was confusion in most of our
students as to what we—as a military and
as a nation—were going into and what we
were facing. So at Great Lakes we began to
do things like the Sailor’s Creed, which has
everything to do with identity. The words “I
am” become essential: “I am a United States
Sailor. I will support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States.” Note that the
“am” (the identity, who we are) comes before
the “will” (what we do). A creed connects
self-professing identity and belief with the
skill sets required for action. Reflection and
introspection precede action—identity comes
before reasonable and rational accountabil-
ity. Professionals profess before they act. This
discipline is older than the Spartans.

The moral requirement for the Ameri-
can military member today is exquisitely more
demanding than that for my generation. So
we talk about the warfighter ethic and the
warrior ethos, but I would submit that it is
no longer just about being the Spartan with
a short sword. It is also not just about being
on the bomber or ship that delivers weapons
from afar, and thus perhaps not having the
sense of what’s right and wrong—and the
consequences of each—that the infantryman
has. To what extent does distance remove us
from our conscience, or challenge it, or make
it work differently?

One of the realities that has always
informed us in the past has been the level of
sacrifice. Blood is the risk, blood is the price,
and so blood is our measure and our mod-
erator. Is that true anymore in a cyber age?
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What does that mean in the cyber age? How
do we define the enemy’s will in the cyber
age? How do we attribute cause in the infor-
mation age and cyberwarfare, so that just
retribution is exacted, rather than random
acts of revenge being committed? How do we
measure “sacrifice” and “violence” in these
particularized contexts of warfare outside
the short sword and knife? These are impor-
tant leading questions that we have to ask
and that are being asked of us.

Earlier this year, I was exchanging
emails with my two nephews, one an ensign
in flight training and the other a college
graduate and philosophy major. The con-
versation evolved into a discussion about
standards and conduct and about what the
American people expect of their public
servants and in particular those public
servants who wear the Nation’s cloth. It was
the philosophy major nephew who made a
most interesting declaration: “So much is
asked of . . . the military. We need to under-
stand what we ask of them, and they need to
understand what we trust. Do we establish
intolerances even as we ask for more from
the military?”

In his Chairman’s guidance for 2011,
Admiral Mullen offers a partial answer:

As we advance these priorities within this

guidance, our professionalism must remain
beyond reproach. The American people and
their political leadership closely scrutinized
our conduct and rightly so. Respect for them

RONDEAU

Admiral Mullen emphasizes point at NDU
military professionalism conference

and for our oath demands that we continue
to remain an apolitical instrument of the
state. That means being apolitical in our acts
and in our words, whether outside the ward
room, on the flight line, within the barracks,
or in the halls of the Pentagon. Over nine
years of close-quarter combat has changed
many aspects of what we do. It must not
change who or what we are as a professional
disciplined force.

Admiral Mullen has it right. The
young folks are beginning to talk about this,
and it is important for us as leaders and
educators to set off on the mark. Who are
we? What and who have we become? What
do we do, and why do we do it the way we
do? We owe this introspection and reflec-
tion to the young ones who wear the same
uniforms we do. “Take care of your people”
means more than providing them the beans
and bullets they need to do their jobs and
to accomplish the missions we give them.

It also means providing them with an ethos
and a culture and a meaning that will clarify
for them who they are—their identity—and
therefore what they should do—and what
they should not do—in the demanding and
dangerous assignments we send them on.
They belong to the American people, and
on behalf of the American people, we, the
seniors, officer and NCO, are their custodi-
ans. If we do our part in forming them, they
will surely do their part—out there where it
counts the most. JFQ
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Who Is a Member
e Military Profession?

By MATTHEW MOTEN

rom time to time in the United States, a clearly defined word will find itself

dragooned by popular culture to serve the common lexicon. Before long, that

proud old word will get bandied about so much that it changes and morphs into

something that is at once broader and less than its former self. The term profes-
sional is such a word. Today, everyone wants to be a professional. All sorts of trades, skilled
and unskilled, bill themselves as professional. The sides of many 18 wheelers advertise that
their firms are “the professionals.” Gargantuan human beings entertain us at sporting events,
insisting that they are professional. The toilet paper dispenser in the latrine near my office
proudly declares that it is a “Kimberly-Clark Professional.”

Naval officer renders salute during
national anthem

U.S. Marine Corps (Andrea M. Olguin)
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We should applaud the efforts of
the Armed Forces to commence a debate
about the profession of arms. I will argue,
however, that the effort is only worthwhile
if we manage to establish some rigor in the
terms profession and professional. We must
have clear standards about what we mean by
those terms. We need to understand what
professions are and who professionals are
before we try to define the profession of arms.
Moreover, to be meaningful and useful, these
definitions have to have some measure of
historical consistency. We have to understand
the history of the military profession if we are
to attempt to guide its future. Making policy
absent a thorough understanding of history is
akin to planting cut flowers, and it will yield a
similar result.

Some writers loosely use the term profes-
sional when describing the Armed Forces,
meaning that the Services are a standing force
or that its members serve for long periods
of time. Such imprecision conflates “profes-
sional” with “regular” and a “professional
military” with a “standing army.” Those terms
are not synonymous, largely because they
demand too little of military professionalism.

Over the past half-century, scholars have
studied the nature of professions quite rigor-
ously. Thus, we may stand on their shoulders
as we attempt to define ourselves. Samuel
P. Huntington started the debate with The
Soldier and the State. His first chapter begins:
“The modern officer corps is a professional
body, and the modern military officer, a
professional man. This is, perhaps, the most
fundamental thesis of this book.” For Hun-
tington, the military profession and officer
corps are synonymous and exclusive. He then
defines professionalism in terms of three
attributes—responsibility, corporateness, and
expertise—and locates military professional-
ism within those categories.

Responsibility: military forces are an
obedient arm of the state strictly subordinate
to civilian authority; professional officers use
their expertise only for society’s benefit; and
society is the profession’s client.

Corporateness: the profession restricts
entrance and controls promotion; complex
vocational institutions define an autono-
mous subculture; and journals, associations,

Colonel Matthew Moten, USA, is a Professor and
Deputy Head of the Department of History at the U.S.
Military Academy.
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Secretary Gates teaw cal T
science class at U.S. Military Academy

DOD (Cherie Cullen)

schools, customs, traditions, uniforms, insig-
nia of rank.

Expertise: attaining professional exper-
tise requires a lengthy period of formal educa-
tion; and professional knowledge is intellec-
tual and capable of preservation in writing.!

Sociologist James Burk has derived his
own triad. He argues that a profession is:

a relatively high status occupation whose
members apply abstract knowledge to solve
problems in a particular field of endeavor. .

.. My definition identifies three prescriptive
factors that, when found together, mark an
occupation as a profession. One is mastery

of abstract knowledge, which occurs through
a system of higher education. Another is
control—almost always contested—over
jurisdiction within which expert knowledge is
applied. Finally is the match between the form
of professional knowledge and the prevailing
cultural belief or bias about the legitimacy of
that form compared to others, which is the
source of professional status. We can refer to
these simply as expertise, jurisdiction, and
legitimacy.?

Burk’s profession is continuously com-
peting to maintain its elite status in relation to
society. His principal contribution is the idea
that professions vie for control over a body
of expert knowledge. To succeed, that is to
continue as professions, they must win that
competition for jurisdiction.

My preferred definition is one offered in
the 1970s by military historian Allan Millett,

the most salient characteristic
of professions has been the
accumulation and systematic
exploitation of specialized
knowledge applied to
specialized problems

who argues that professional attributes
include the following. The occupation:

m is a full-time and stable job, serving
continuing societal needs

m is regarded as a lifelong calling by the
practitioners, who identify themselves person-
ally with their job subculture

m is organized to control performance
standards and recruitment

m requires formal, theoretical education

m has a service orientation in which
loyalty to standards of competence and to
clients’ needs is paramount

m s granted a great deal of collective
autonomy by the society it serves, presumably
because the practitioners have proven their
high ethical standards and trustworthiness.

The most salient characteristic of profes-
sions has been the accumulation and system-
atic exploitation of specialized knowledge
applied to specialized problems.?

The Huntington, Burk, and Millett
definitions have historical consistency, which
means that we can compare professions over
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U.S. Army officer observes supply
airdrop to Forward Operating Base
Waza Kwah, Afghanistan

U.S. Air Force (Adrian Cadiz)

time. For example, historians can qualitatively
measure expertise or autonomy or jurisdic-
tional control from one period to another,
and thereby trace professional development
through history.

Historians debate when certain occu-
pations became professions, but the late
19" century is generally accepted as the era
of professionalization. Physicians formed
the American Medical Association, and
lawyers the American Bar Association. They
aimed to govern professional standards,
demanding formal and theoretical schooling
beyond a liberal education afforded in the
best colleges. Waning were the days when
an ambitious young man might apprentice
himself to an attorney, read the law, and
quickly hang a shingle in front of an office
across from the courthouse. Instead, to meet
the new standards, he needed to attend law
school and pass a bar exam. Associations set
up licensing examinations and wrote codes
of ethics to guide professional behavior and
practice. Academics improved their stan-
dards of scholarship, codifying requirements
to attain doctorates in various disciplines.

Huntington argues that the military
officer corps professionalized in the late 19t
century, and that it did so largely because
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it was isolated from society. For the last 50
years, historians have been debating those
conclusions, and historical consensus is

that Huntington was wrong. Historians

now generally agree that the Army officer
corps began to professionalize as early as

the 1820s and that the profession matured
over the rest of the century. That maturation
proceeded not in isolation from society, but
in consonance with broader social trends, the
same trends that fostered legal, medical, and
academic professionalization. Likewise, the
maritime officer corps began to specialize in
the 1830s and 1840s and moved ahead of the
Army in the 1880s and 1890s.

But by the beginning of the 20
century, the Army, Navy, and Marines were
all on a professional par, with general staffs
controlling expertise at the strategic and
operational levels; separate and distinct
professional jurisdictions over land power
and sea power expertise; a system of hier-
archical education, including war colleges,
to instruct officers in those esoteric skills;
strict standards of entry and promotion
based upon both seniority and merit; Service
ethics that valued military subordination
to civilian authority; and clearly defined
occupational cultures comprising uniforms,

U.S. Air Force (Melanie Rodgers)

after World War i, global
responsibilities required an end
to the traditional American bias
against standing peacetime
armed Services

language, behavior, and traditions that
delineated their cultures from each other
and the rest of society.

Twice in the 20" century, the American
professional military and naval officer corps
mobilized the Nation to man, equip, and train
formidable forces of civilian-soldiers, -sailors,
and -marines. Those armies and armadas won
two world wars, and just as quickly demobi-
lized when victory was complete.

After World War II, global responsi-
bilities required an end to the traditional
American bias against standing peacetime
armed Services. Despite demobilization,
the Army and Navy have never again been
small forces. The U.S. Air Force gained its
independence, grew prodigiously during
the Cold War, and rapidly professional-
ized; it stood on the accomplishments of
its parent Service, the U.S. Army, and it

ndupress.ndu.edu



. MOTEN

DOD (Cherie Cullen)

offered a new expertise: the delivery of
nuclear weapons.

Large peacetime forces changed mili-
tary culture. Enlisted persons could now
see a path to viable, long careers, something
that had never before been assured. Gener-
ous programs for Servicemember health
care and retirement added to the attraction
of military life. These advances caused the
noncommissioned officer (NCO) corps in
each Service to grow in size, responsibility,
and stature, and NCOs began a long process
of professionalization. Within 20 years after
World War II, commanders at all levels had
senior NCOs assisting them in leading a
large, regular enlisted force. NCO training
schools began to flourish in every branch
of Service. Over time, NCOs have come to
manifest several of the professional attributes
that Huntington, Burk, and Millett define,
but their professionalization is incomplete
in the areas of formal and theoretical educa-
tion, accumulation of specialized expertise,
and autonomous jurisdiction over a body of
professional knowledge. The NCO corps is
professionalizing, but not yet professional.

As the term professional has metasta-
sized in society, as more and more groups
have claimed professional status, the same
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has occurred in the armed Services. Various
populations within and near the uniformed
military have laid claim to professional
status. The goal is laudable, and the fact that
so many want to be part of the military pro-
fession is a novel and welcome phenomenon.
Yet as we attempt to define what the military
profession is and what it means to be a mili-
tary professional, we must be mindful of the
choices we make. We can embrace historic
definitions or invent new ones to suit today’s
goals. We can choose between inclusivity
and exclusivity, between populism and
elitism. We can opt for strict standards of
membership or loose ones. Obviously, we
can also try to compromise between these
poles. Whatever we decide, we must have a
clear-eyed understanding that our choices
have consequences for the future of the mili-
tary profession.

Professions are not professions simply
because they say they are. Their clients,
society as a whole, have to accept their claims
and trust the professions with jurisdiction
over important areas of human endeavor.

If we can define our profession in ways that
society will accept and trust, we will remain
viable and relevant. Doing so demands defin-
ing our professional expertise, contesting

control of it when required, and being clear
about who exercises authority and responsibil-
ity delegated to us by society. JFQ

NOTES

! Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the
State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Rela-
tions (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1957), 7-18.
These descriptions of responsibility, corporateness,
and expertise are my abbreviated versions of Hun-
tington’s discussion.

? James Burk, “Expertise, Jurisdiction, and
the Legitimacy of the Military Profession,” in The
Future of the Army Profession, ed. Lloyd J. Matthews
(Boston: McGraw-Hill Primis Custom Publishing,
2002), 21.

* Allan R. Millett, Military Professionalism and
Officership in America (Columbus: The Mershon
Center of the Ohio State University, 1977), 2.
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N BATTAGLIA

no matter what our rank,
specialty, or discipline, we join,
enlist, and enter into the same
professional organization as
bona fide member

military was not the all-volunteer force that
it is today. I do not mean this statement in a
condescending manner, but rather with the
greatest respect for our former enlisted Ser-
vicemembers who served in times of greater
challenge and with the utmost patriotism.

I am confident that the majority of our
military leaders will concur that our non-
commissioned officer (NCO)/petty officer
corps easily fall within the realm of what
we recognize today as a professional and
authentic member in the profession of arms.
To emphasize this point, it seems utterly
contradictory for then-Marine Corps Com-
mandant General Charles Krulak to orga-
nize, develop, and implement the “strategic
corporal” and at the same time consider that
same NCO something other than profes-
sional or a member of the profession.

My challenge as an enlisted voice will
be to articulate to some why the Specialist,
Seaman, Private First Class, and Airman are
also members of this profession, and thereby
should be considered, treated, and held
accountable as professionals. These warriors
may operate and execute at a different level
than that of their senior enlisted and officer
corps, but nonetheless, we all play in the
same league.

I am not speaking alone as I assert
that all Servicemembers are professionals.
We hold that a young man or woman who
chooses to serve the Nation in this organiza-
tion matters. Doing so equates a minute
percentage of society’s youth who even meet
the criteria to become a uniformed member
in the first place. However, that alone cannot
be the credential. The licensing validates
itself when a Servicemember graduates from
basic training. Tried and tested, that trans-
formation marks an official commencement
and membership in this profession of arms.

Are the police officers who graduate
from the police academy and then walk their

Sergeant Major Bryan B. Battaglia, USMC, is the
Command Sergeant Major of U.S. Joint Forces
Command.
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first beat as rookie cops professional? Yes.
Do they belong to a professional organiza-
tion? Yes. Perhaps they do not match the
experience of a police lieutenant with 25
years of experience on the force, but they are
professionals nonetheless. The same analogy
applies to an athlete brought onto a profes-
sional football team as a rookie quarterback.
He does not equal the experience, stature,
pay, responsibilities, popularity, or lucrative
endorsement opportunities of the veteran
quarterback, yet neither is less professional
than the other—and both are accredited
members in their profession.

I must also mention the position and
stance of our Services’ senior enlisted advi-
sors. We are all in agreement as to who
are members of our profession. The “we”
mentioned here also includes doctrinal pub-
lications—Service-owned and -operated. For
example, let me make mention of the young-
est of our Service branches and use the Air
Force’s Professional Development Guide,
signed and endorsed by its Chief of Staff.
Discussing this topic with the Chief Master
Sergeant of the Air Force, it was easy for
him to define as written in the development
guide that all Airmen are professionals,
and that point commences the moment one
transforms from trainee to Airman. Identi-
cal responses from the other Services assert
that the instant a trainee, recruit, or candi-
date surpasses the Service standard set forth
by its institution and achieves that coveted
title of Soldier, Marine, Sailor, Airman, or
Coastguardsman marks the licensing into
our profession of arms.

To further support “all-hands member-
ship,” let me promote this in a more non-
linear manner. To solely associate military
leader when we define members of the mili-
tary profession would be quite parochial. To
an extent, we are all subordinate to someone,
but junior Servicemembers who may not
have leadership responsibilities by virtue of
their rank or billet should not be a disquali-
fier to the membership or even question their
status as a professional. I completely under-
stand the commitment, hard work, cost, and
sacrifice of our commissioned leaders to
achieve a college degree (a credential) prior
to accession and the subsequent requirement
to pursue additional or advanced education
while serving. It is partly the reason why we
have the most highly educated and effective
military officer corps in the world.

U.S. Army (Michael L. Casteel)

Army senior NCO directs Soldiers from landing zone
during live-fire exercise near Basra, Iraq

Some may argue that one is either
a professional or not. I argue that the all-
or-nothing approach may not be our best
option. So if we cannot come to grips with
the Nation that everyone on the team is a
member of the profession, maybe there is
some maneuver room to categorize—not
necessarily the marksman, sharpshooter,
and expert design, but rather the rookie
and veteran, the nurse and surgeon, and
the policeman and commissioner. All are
accredited members of their professions, just
at significantly different levels as the junior
professional and the senior professional.
Surely a second lieutenant would not carry
the same substance, experience, intellect,
and education in the profession of arms as,
for instance, General Martin Dempsey or
one of the other four-star generals.

Lastly, while we attempt to clarify the
definition of professional within our own
military departments, we need not forget
that we are a member of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. For the most part, 27
other countries look to us as the lead pro-
ponent in many functions and methods of
operating across the span of the Alliance. So
this position of leadership is another catalyst
for us to make sure we get this right. Some
nations are currently experiencing a massive
upgrade of their enlisted corps. Some are
ending conscription, while others have
added more enlisted ranks. For example,
the army of the Czech Republic considers
all members professionals, and they take on
that title during the swearing-in portion of
accession. I am not endorsing that we stretch
it that far for our own folks, but the message
I carry to you today is that all of our Service-
members are bona fide professionals in our
profession of arms. JFQ
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Keeping Integrity

By LEON A. EDNEY

Admiral Leon A. Edney, USN (Ret.), was
Former Supreme Allied Commander
Atlantic and Commander in Chief of
U.S. Atlantic Command.

he best way to voice disagree-

ment in policy or strategy,

for an Active-duty officer, is

during the formulation stage
before execution. The President of the
United States and Secretary of Defense are
the two most senior civilians in the military
chain of command. One level below that are
the Service secretaries.

Officers are expected, most would say
required, to support the administration’s
policies and budgets when testifying before
Congress as well as in a dialogue with the
public. However, when officers are asked
their opinions by a Member of Congress,
while testifying before that body, they
should give their best professional military
judgment. That may or may not agree with
the administration’s position. In my experi-
ence, it is not difficult to get key staffers to
have their principal ask the type of questions
needed to get a point across.

The perception that senior Active-duty
officers have to give up their integrity during
this process is nonsense. These occasions
normally address budget, military readiness,
personnel, or key procurement issues. It is
also clear that the press will seek officers
out, if they voice an opinion that is counter
to the current strategy of the administration.
In my experience, all decisions made by the
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Honor guard marches into position at Tomb of the Unknowns,

Arlington National Cemetery

Secretary of Defense that require a National
Security Council or Presidential input have
political and monetary considerations.

The National Security Strategy,
National Defense Strategy, and National
Military Strategy are all thoroughly
staffed. Each Service Chief and Combat-
ant Commander has plenty of chances to
get their views presented, as well as any
disagreements. This is the proper time
to influence these policies and strategies.
These are broad statements and usually do
not generate redline opposition. Disagree-
ments of this nature are more likely to
arise during a declining budget environ-
ment when officers are losing a procure-
ment program that they believe is essential
to them, or during the grand strategy for
employment of military forces during
periods of conflict, or in the personal
accountability held for certain failures.

Once a disagreement is voiced in staff-
ing, and the decision is made by civilian
leaders not to address military concerns, an
officer’s only options are to comply, resign,
or retire. Several examples from the more
recent past may be helpful.

General Ronald Fogleman chose to
resign/retire 1 year before his normal tour
as Chief of Staff of the Air Force was com-
pleted. General Fogleman took this action

because he had concluded that his advice to
the Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the
Air Force on key issues that were important
to him and to the Air Force was no longer
being accepted.

What were these issues? General
Fogleman believed that year’s Quadrennial
Defense Review did not properly represent
Air Force requirements for air superior-
ity out into the future. Consequently, the
number of F-22s in the budget was inad-
equate in his judgment. His recommendation
to court-martial Lieutenant Kelly Flinn after
lying about a relationship was disapproved by
the Secretary of the Air Force. Major General
Terryl Schwalier’s promotion was denied as a
result of the Khobar Towers incident. These
were not light issues. When an officer gets to
this position, he will have similar situations,
and only he can make the choice.

During the first 4 years of the Iraq
War, Secretary Donald Rumsfeld repeat-
edly stated if the commanders in the field
wanted more troops, they could have them.
The public assumption was that no senior
generals on Active duty, in Iraq or Afghani-
stan, other than General Eric Shinseki
officially stated the need for or requested
more forces to stabilize Iraq after Saddam
was removed. General Shinseki was literally
hung out to dry by Secretary Rumsfeld when
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his replacement was announced 18 months
early. The general was transforming the
Army well before that word became drama-
tized by Secretary Rumsfeld. He developed
the Stryker Brigade concept of fast, lighter
wheeled vehicles and the Future Combat
Systems program. He took the embarrass-
ment of the Secretary’s disapproval in order
to guide these significant changes for the
future of the Army. He is a good man.

Major General John Batiste turned
down a third star and the opportunity to
return to Iraq for the second time because
he disagreed with the strategy and under-
resourcing for the Iraq War.

Admiral William J. “Fox” Fallon, as
commander of U.S. Central Command,
privately (as is appropriate) voiced his objec-
tions to the President concerning any mili-
tary solution to the Iranian nuclear program
and also to a surge in Iraq. He then shared
these thoughts with a reporter traveling with
him. He thought it was an off-the-record
discussion. The subsequent media cover-
age of an actual or perceived disagreement
between Admiral Fallon and the President
led to his resignation/retirement. We can
never let our hair down.

General James Amos, Commandant of
the Marine Corps, recently testified before
the Senate Armed Services Committee and
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stated publicly that the repeal of “Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell” was inappropriate while his
Marines were engaged in war. General Amos
also testified that if the law was changed, he
would salute and that the Marines would
execute the law smartly. The Secretary of
Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff had publicly endorsed the repeal before
General Amos’s testimony. Admiral Mullen
publicly rebuked General Amos for stating
his opinion before the analysis of a Defense-
wide survey on the subject was completed.
Concerning public disagreement
with national security issues after leaving
the Service, clearly each individual has the
freedom to do that. Some officers such as
General Wes Clark and Rear Admiral Joe
Sestak chose to enter politics directly and
run for public office under one political
party or the other. I support these endeavors,
no matter which party they represent. I do
not believe that retired military officers not
running for or in public office should call
for the resignation of a sitting Secretary of
Defense. As career military officers, we have
all worked for superiors we liked. We also
have worked for those who are opinionated
and seemingly arrogant. The so-called revolt
of the retired generals probably resulted in Mr.
Rumsfeld remaining in office 4 to 6 months
longer. Although Secretary Rumsfeld had

President meets with security advisors in
White House Situation Room

become a lightning rod, President George W.
Bush was not going to accept his resignation at
the call of these generals, particularly during
a midterm election. It would have been an
exceedingly bad precedent. His resignation
was accepted immediately after the election.

My concerns on this issue are twofold.
These public statements from senior retired
military officers, particularly those who
served and had commands in Iraq or Afghan-
istan, add stress to the families and loved ones
of those serving in those wars and particularly
those who have lost loved ones. These types
of actions contribute to the politicization of
the military, which has been increasing, in
my judgment, since the Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986. This politicization could lead to seeking
a litmus test on sensitive political issues when
promoting general officers to the ranks of
three and four stars.

The military as an institution must
remain apolitical. What these examples
demonstrate is that there are no two similar
issues. As senior military officers, we have to
understand the process of military-civilian
interaction as well as interaction with
the press. There is no time off the record.
However, we can maintain our integrity, act
within our own personal convictions, and

do what is right. JFQ
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By PAUL D. EATON

and

Admiral Mullen and Secretary Gates discuss
findings of working group report on “Don’t
Ask, Don’t Tell”
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FORUM | Professional Disagreement and Policy

General James Amos testifies that
Marine Corps will carry out new policy
if “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” is repealed

On March 19, 2006, the New York
Times published my op-ed, which was criti-
cal of Secretary Rumsfeld, shortly after my
retirement. In it, I essentially provided the
Secretary a 360-degree performance review,
declaring him incompetent tactically, opera-
tionally, and strategically. That op-ed did
not go down well in some circles, notably at
West Point and with Professor Don Snider
and some Active-duty academics such as
Colonel Matthew Moten. Whereas I had
been an absolute advocate for the Army and
ground Marine force in particular, but the
other Services as well, I was now perceived
by many as an activist general, a role deemed
wholly inappropriate.

Normally I would agree, but March
2006 was a special case, and I would like to
explain why I attacked Secretary Rumsfeld,
a political appointee, and avoided attacks
against our elected officials.

March 2006 was a really bad year for
our troops in Iraq and for the Iraqi Security
Forces that I had helped to develop. With
the February 22 bombing of the al-Askari
Mosque in Samarra, the incompetence of the
Secretary came to its logical head. Multiple
simultaneous and sequential errors in the

when the retired office
disagrees in the media with
policy, the alarms go off

24  JFQ / issue 62, 3° quarter 2011

prosecution of the war (from insufficient

troop strength in the beginning and through
2006), failure to organize for fighting an
insurgency that was largely denied, and

an unwillingness to fight today’s war led

to a lack of preparation for what Massoud
Barzani promised me would happen in
January 2004 while I was on a Kurdish
soldier recruiting trip in the north. Secretary
Rumsfeld and the generals who passively
watched him did not violate every principle
of war, but did so with several.

American Soldiers were serving vari-
able length tours in harsh combat conditions
of up to 18 months, sometimes exceeding
that figure. The Secretary and his Chairman
had both stated that we did not need to grow
the Army or Marine Corps to meet what
was admittedly a heavy demand for ground
forces. Furthermore, they had not moved to
man, train, or equip the force for the insur-
gency that they were fighting or to do the
concurrent nation-building work required.
The Mine Resistant Ambush Protected
vehicle was stalled, the force assigned to
develop the Iraqi Security Forces was inad-
equately manned and equipped, and we had
not implemented the structure to integrate
the diplomatic/political and economic tools
to adequately fight the war.

And then I read the 2006 Quadrennial
Defense Review Report, my trigger point for
action. That document continued Cold War
acquisitions, did not address the current

fight, and actually called for a reduction of
the Army and the ground force Marines.

In March 2006, the press was largely
silent, giving Secretary Rumsfeld a bye.
Congress went silent. All power was concen-
trated in the hands of the executive branch,
and there, in the hands of three men, the
President, Vice President, and Secretary of
Defense. The first two were inappropriate
targets for a retired general, but the third as
an appointee was fair game.

Enter the Revolt of the Generals and
the attendant controversy surrounding a
handful of men who had read Major (now
Brigadier General) H.R. McMaster’s Derelic-
tion of Duty and chose to not walk past a
mistake. In the words of Richard Whalen,
we responded to a constitutional crisis. On
a personal note, I have to admit a personal
component. My father, an Air Force fighter
pilot, was killed over Laos, missing in action
for 38 years, and is now buried in Arlington.
His death occurred January 13, 1969, well
after the timeframe that sparked McMaster’s
book. And I had two sons serving 18-month
tours in Iraq and in Afghanistan.

While my assessing Secretary Rums-
feld in the New York Times was viewed by
many as an inappropriate means of influ-
ence, the picture of a lieutenant general (in
uniform) on Fox and Friends defending
the Secretary of Defense from the retired
generals was not discussed. Nor was the
public affirmation of the Secretary’s solid
performance by other very senior generals
both active and retired, in Pentagon press
conferences and other venues.

Finally, let us look at the men behind
the so-called surge. Retired General Jack
Keane, in concert with Fred Kagan of the
American Enterprise Institute, went around
the Secretary and Vice President and con-
vinced President George W. Bush to increase
Iraq troop strength by 30,000—influence
to be sure, but with absolute interest in the
welfare of our troops and the mission.

So the question is a bit more complex
than simple disagreement. We are really
talking about influence across a spectrum
and whether it is appropriate for retired offi-
cers to disagree. I suspect that if we couple
influence with personal gain, ethicists could
have a more nuanced opinion than they
might have with the deployment of influence
where there is not only absence of personal
gain, but also potentially disagreement with
its consequences. JFQ
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Colonel Thomas P. Galvin, USA, is Director of the
Commander’s Action Group at U.S. Africa Command.
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FORUM | A New Way of Understanding (Military) Professionalism

n a previous edition of Joint Force

Quarterly, Kevin Bond drew needed

attention to the dialogue on the

nature of professionalism within the
U.S. Armed Forces.! In his article “Are We
Professionals?” he raised important ques-
tions concerning our professional identity
and addressed them in a fashion that begins
useful dialogue.

This question has interested me since
my time as an Army Reserve Officer Train-
ing Corps cadet nearly 30 years ago. There, I
attended the required briefings and seminars
promoting the U.S. military’s status as a
profession and answering criticisms by others
that it was not. Ever since, the same themes
expressed on both sides surfaced in one way
or another, but it always seemed that the dia-
logue was disjointed and never led to a conclu-
sion. Some observations follow.

First, some of the terminology used
is ambiguous and needs clarification. For
example, terms such as society and the public
are used as though their meanings were
assumed to be that of a single collective.
Rather, there are multiple societies that are
served (or not served) by professionals at
global, national, local, and other levels. These
relationships need to be well defined as they
could impact how one might weigh profes-
sional behaviors.

Another ambiguous term is profession.
It could mean lines of work, such as doctors,
lawyers, and nurses. Field Manual (FM) 1, The
Army, describes the concept more as a field
of knowledge, such as “medicine” and “law,”
and this description is found under the subject
heading of “The American Profession of
Arms.”? Unfortunately, the Merriam-Webster
Dictionary accepts both interpretations, each
of which can potentially lead to different
analyses about professionals.

Another challenge concerns how deter-
mination of professional status, whether yes/
no or to some “degree,” could be affected by
cultural choices rather than be a reflection of
professional necessity. The successful efforts
of nurses to achieve professional status bear
this out. Physicians and nurses are both prac-
titioners of the field of medicine, so why was
one but not the other professional until now?
Was the division of labor professionally neces-
sary, such that the application of knowledge
between the two vocations was utterly incom-
patible, or did it reflect a cultural choice that
caused physicians to perform certain tasks
and nurses others? Certainly, some nurses

26  JFQ / issue 62, 3° quarter 2011

exercise better professional behavior than
some physicians. This should be explored in
light of presumptions that professional activi-
ties tend to be white-collar or intellectual in
nature. These characterizations may not be
correct, which then sheds new light on voca-
tions that have a heavier physical component,
such as the military.

The third challenge concerned the
promotion of military professionalism in FM
1, which promotes the profession of arms by
describing it as “unlike other professions”
such as medicine and law. This can be seen
as an uncompelling apples-to-oranges com-
parison. A stronger argument would include
fields whose functions have some overlap with
those of the military or that currently perform
roles previously belonging to the military. For
example, militaries and police forces both
exercise lethal force, and the U.S. military
historically performed some functions now
done by police.

These three challenges stem from a
common root—that the approach to defin-
ing what is and is not professional has been
based on an evaluation of what is generally
considered professional, as opposed to what
should be. This article proposes an alterna-
tive approach that centers professionalism
in the context of fields of knowledge rather
than lines of work. From this, we can look
systematically at how such fields of knowledge
are applied by professionals for the benefit of
particular societies and the roles of the com-
munities to which professionals belong. This
approach addresses the ambiguities, provides
a rational model for determining profes-
sionalism in general, and permits an apples-
to-apples reevaluation of the fundamental
question about the presence and nature of
professionalism in the U.S. Armed Forces.

Domains

This approach begins with adding a new
term to the lexicon, one borrowed from math-
ematics. Domain refers to a “field of knowl-
edge” along with its purpose, associated sci-
ences (data, analysis, and processes), and arts
(application, attributes, and ethics). Domains
are global, unitary, and dynamic, fed by the
continuous discovery of new knowledge and
the refutation or elimination of that which is
obsolete or proven wrong.

Domains are defined by their purpose,
and a quick review of the lines of work com-
monly identified as professional suggests that
there is a small number of domains that cover

the approach to definin
what is and is not professional
has been based on an
evaluation of what is generally
considered professional, as
opposed to what should be

most of them. One possible set of definitions
follows. The domain of medicine is the art
and science of healing. Likewise, law serves
as the art and science of regulating societies,
education (for example, the work of teachers,
professors, librarians) transmits knowledge
and experience, finance (accountants, actu-
aries, statisticians) manages and regulates
resources, engineering (architects, engineers)
designs systems, structures, and processes
that address a societal need, and clergy
(leaders and providers of all religions) guides
and administers religious beliefs and faith.

Initially, the domain related to the mili-
tary is referred to as arms, defined as the art
and science of employing violence to defend
a society.

Most domains are aligned against
multiple lines of work because each is too
broad for individual practitioners to apply
effectively. Societies have thus developed divi-
sions of labor (vocations) in which individuals
master a portion of the arts and sciences to
perform specific applications. These portions
will be called subdomains, which can overlap
within a domain although they represent
discrete applications that practitioners cannot
readily migrate from one vocation to another.
A pharmacist aspiring to become a physician
may gain some educational credit for pharma-
ceutical training, but still must meet all other
eligibility requirements of a physician.

Which domains should be considered
as having the greatest potential for “profes-
sional” application? Domains considered
important toward the functioning or stability
of societies or the welfare of individuals,
and that are complex, specialized, and
outside the realm of knowledge ordinarily
attained by the average person, ought to be
considered suitable. The level of importance
can also be measured in the results of misap-
plication, whether intentional or not. Can
unprofessional activities cause indelible
harm that should not be ignored? Analyzing
domains against these criteria is straight-
forward. Medicine is unquestionably vital

ndupress.ndu.edu



e GALVIN

Soldiers swear oath during reenlistment ceremony in Afghanistan

for individual and societal welfare, requires
advanced education and training, and causes
considerable harm to life and limb when
misapplied. Law provides a foundation

for stable and peaceful societies, but when
misused can be a source of instability and
strife. This is not to say that all application
of the knowledge is professional in nature,
only that vocations that apply the domain
should be considered automatically eligible
for professionalism.

On the other hand, some domains that
have had the “professional” label applied
might not satisfy these criteria. Musicians,
athletes, and advocates have been tradition-
ally considered as professionals as these
domains of knowledge tend to be specialized
and their application culturally enhancing,
but harm attributed to unprofessional appli-
cation in these domains is limited compared
against medicine and law, and one could
argue the extent to which their functions are
vital to societies or individuals within them.

Entities

Interfacing with domains are three
classes of entities—societies, practitioners,
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and collectives of practitioners. These classes
have attributes that generally apply to all spe-
cific instances of each class and relationships
that are consistent among entities.

Societies can be any bodies of people.
Those most relevant to this discussion fall
into three overlapping categories—the “global
commons” that include all people and societ-
ies, the “U.S. national” society that includes
the citizenry of the United States, and the set
of “U.S. state” societies that encompass the
citizenries of each state. U.S. citizens therefore
belong to an instance of all three. Where
the interests of these societies differ can be
sources of conflict.

The global commons is a special case of
society and is greater than the largest multina-
tional construct such as the European Union
or United Nations. The global commons estab-
lishes a universal expectation that a domain of
knowledge is available to all worldwide, and
that what would be considered a professional
application of that domain can reasonably be
expected to be considered professional else-
where. World travelers carry such expectations
when they get sick away from home and seek
foreign medical attention, for example.

Attributes and values held by individual
practitioners include specialized education,
certification, selfless service to others, ethical
standards, and others that are above and
beyond those of ordinary citizens. Pertinent
to this discussion is how, in the abstract,
practitioners:

m acquire and sustain the art and science
of a domain in ways beyond that of ordinary
citizens

m apply the domain in ways that con-
tribute to the continued functioning and
stability of societies or the welfare of their
individuals, and not in ways that promote one’s
self-interests

m show professional and personal char-
acter—exercise behaviors and attributes that
reflect favorably on the community, avoid
those that reflect negatively, and demonstrate
moral courage when professional actions can
carry good and bad consequences.

Collectives of practitioners form for
three purposes. Associations bring practi-
tioners together to further the knowledge of
the domain, improve the arts and sciences,
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U.S. Air Force (Katie Gieratz)

and advocate needs and positions to societ-
ies. Usually, membership in an association is
voluntary. Enterprises are how practitioners
organize to provide their services. These
can range from individual practices such

as clinics to large organizations such as
hospitals. Communities are the most for-
malized, consisting of the regulatory bodies
governing the domain within a society, and
all constituent practitioners whether actively
serving or inactive. The regulatory body,
sometimes called a board, determines entry
or certification requirements, metes out
rewards and punishments, and adjudicates
acceptable and unacceptable applications

of the domain on behalf of the society. In
the United States, communities of practi-
tioners mainly exist at the state level, such
as state boards of medical examiners with
all licensed medical personnel. Although
these are generally headquartered within
the structure of a state government, they are
still autonomous and are mostly comprised
of other practitioners specifically selected to
serve in regulatory roles.
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Relationships

Relationships among various enti-
ties—practitioner to community, practitioner
to the community’s primary society, and
community to its primary society—are
constructed differently, so each should be
considered separately.

The natures of these relationships are
described through the presence of several
mechanisms that constitute an agreement
or contract between the entities. In the case
of community and society, for example, the
community ensures the application of the
domain or subdomain in exchange for auton-
omy. The challenge has been to determine
what would serve as an acceptable general-
purpose checklist that a budding professional
community must satisfy without introducing
elements that presuppose cultural decisions
unrelated to the domain of knowledge or its
arts and sciences. For example, the public
oath is a common means for a practitioner
to express intent to provide faithful service
as a member of a community in support of
a society, upon which the society confers a

Air-Ferce-nurse prepares surgical
equipment for operation

license that certifies the practitioner’s ability
to serve. Undertaking oaths and licensing are
common practices, but not necessarily the
only ones.

The relationship between practitioners
and their communities has these essential
mechanisms:

m establish entry-level requirements—
that is, what an individual must master of
the domain to be considered worthy of entry
into the community and therefore certifiable
for service as a practitioner—such as formal
education, training, examinations or other
means of demonstrating sufficient mastery,
and contractual requirements such as oaths
that a practitioner promises to the community
or society in exchange for membership and
ability to practice

m establish sustainment requirements—
what the community provides to the practi-
tioner to stay current in the domain—such as
publications or other communications

m establish controls over the application
of knowledge, such as laws and ethics that
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promote or prohibit certain activities, and
attributes and values that describe the manner
in which practitioners are expected to perform
their services, which includes how practitioners
are encouraged or required to work together

m create systems of rewards and prestige
and ensure that advances in the art and science
or faithful service are appropriately recognized

m create systems of censure and disre-
pute, such that practitioners who misuse or
misapply knowledge, or whose activities reflect
negatively on the community or fellow practi-
tioners, are suitably punished.

The relationships between communities
and their societies extend the above for three
main purposes:

m establish and sustain a contract
between the community and society

m advocate for the profession on behalf
of their member practitioners

® manage in autonomous fashion
those controls that societies have yielded
(for example, the application of censure and
discipline by the community that reduces the
need for societies to provide direct oversight in
professional matters).

Relationships between practitioners and
societies become matters of performance.
Practitioners apply the knowledge in accor-
dance with the norms and rules of their com-
munities and in satisfaction of societal needs,
whether that is the society as a whole or from
specific clients. In matters of conflict between
professional necessity and societal expecta-
tions, practitioners make decisions based
on established ethics, challenge those ethics
if they are inappropriate or inapplicable, or
recuse themselves, even withdrawing from the
profession if necessary.

Included in the course of defining these
relationships are cultural factors that influ-
ence the decisions of practitioners and the
expectations of society, but that are not of
professional necessity, meaning they are not
part of the knowledge, art, and science of the
domain. Two relevant to the discussion of
military professionalism are offered here.

Practitioner Duration of Service. This
is a function of the relationship between com-
munities and their practitioners. Because the
domain is vital to society and the entry-level
requirements fall above and beyond those
of ordinary citizens, expectations may arise
that practitioners have signed up to serve for
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lengthy periods of time. This is especially
true if the society has devoted resources (for
example, investment) to training and educat-
ing the budding practitioner. Although the
choices of practitioners may reflect on their
commitment to the profession, the duration
of service does not directly bear on the suc-
cessful application of knowledge. Rather, we
expect that applications that put the practitio-
ner personally at risk of physical or emotional
harm would see a greater turnover of practi-
tioners. Acceptability of the level of turnover
becomes a matter of perception. Regardless,
practitioners contemplating departure from
the community are expected to perform pro-
fessionally while still in service.

Global Access to Service. The vital
importance of professional domains should
mean that all members of society should
be served equally and equally well. This is
a matter of professional necessity, for any
preferential treatment or lack of access
has deleterious effects on any or all of the
relationships described above. Yet factors
unrelated to the domain are ever-present and
affect access, such as politics, commercial
influences, insufficient numbers of practitio-
ners, practitioner self-interests, and others.
How communities and practitioners appor-
tion their services is therefore culturally
influenced. For example, medical profession-
als must deal with the demand for emergency
care, increasing costs, malpractice suits, and
influence of insurance companies.

This manifests itself in the relation-
ship between societies and their professional
communities. Societies’ expectations are that
communities and practitioners minimize
these influences as much as possible, even
though the same societies may take actions that
induce these complicating factors. Therefore,
professionalism of the community means that
it is upholding its contract with the society.
Professionalism of the practitioner combines
measures of performance that demonstrate
competency in the domain and of behavior that
reflect properly to society on the community.

The above suggests that being a profes-
sional is more of a binary (yes/no) proposition
than a matter of degrees such as how doctors
may be perceived as more innately professional
than nurses due to higher entry-level require-
ments and greater prestige. Either all require-
ments and conditions are met as expressed
in these relationships or they are not. Failing
to meet or sustain even one requirement
invalidates the contract and renders the

roles of militaries within
societies have evolved
since Samuel Huntington’s
seminal work on military
professionalism from the 1950s

community or practitioner nonprofessional or
unprofessional. Instead, degrees of profession-
alism are reflective of how strongly the con-
tracts are honored as assessments of the health
of relationships among societies, communities,
and practitioners. High professionalism sees
the proper and fair application of the domain
by the community; continually reduced influ-
ence of external factors from the society; and
the demonstrated and sustained competence,
character, and quality of service provided by
the practitioners.

The Domain of “Arms”

We should now reexamine what has
been referred to as the profession of arms,
specifically the American variety discussed in
Army FM 1, in a modern context.

The first step is defining the domain.
This is actually a complex undertaking for
several reasons. The roles of militaries within
societies have evolved since Samuel Hunting-
ton’s seminal work on military professionalism
from the 1950s. Some of that evolution resulted
in the creation of new communities whose
purposes overlapped with their respective mil-
itaries, and in some cases assumed, even dupli-
cated, formerly military roles. So in practice
the military is one of few (perhaps the only)
communities that often exercises roles that fall
outside what society (and indeed the military
itself) might consider the military’s role.

Traditionally, militaries were the
societies’ guarantors of security and the
primary elements of the state that had the
authority to wage war and use lethal force.
Militaries often addressed both internal and
external threats to societies. The Oath of
Commissioning in the U.S. Armed Forces still
makes reference to “defending the Constitution
against all enemies, foreign and domestic.”

The American experience, stemming
from the days of the Revolution and its cultur-
ally imbued distrust of standing armies, led to
the growth and development over time of sep-
arate institutions to focus on external threats
(armed forces) versus internal ones (law
enforcement organizations such as police),
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Navy chief trial judge addresses law
students at moot court competition

each of which independently pursued and
achieved professionalization. Each assumed
some roles and authorities when it came to
the use of lethal force—the military having
greater freedom to exercise it in offensive
means against external threats whereas the
police were largely limited to self-defense.

As law enforcement requirements
became more sophisticated and nuanced,
new institutions arose. Two are particularly
noteworthy. The first is the U.S. Customs and
Border Protection, which has responsibility
to secure U.S. borders with its neighboring
nations, Canada and Mexico. The other is the
U.S. Coast Guard, which exercises maritime
law enforcement and protects U.S. maritime
borders. U.S. law delineates responsibilities
between these agencies and the U.S. Army
(especially U.S. State National Guards) and
Navy; however, there are instances where
these agencies cooperate with one another
to deal with external threats, with the nature
of the threat determining which agency has
primary responsibility and therefore who
determines the rules of engagement. Collec-
tively, these agencies combine to protect the
Nation’s geographic territories and manage
the use of lethal force.

This historical experience is common
among other nations, but manifested dif-
ferently. The formation of law enforcement
institutions as separated from the military
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was also found in the United Kingdom.
Meanwhile, other European nations created
hybrid entities called gendarmeries that are
essentially military units performing police
duties. Other nations whose security institu-
tions are less robust due to lack of need or
limited resources have kept military and law
enforcement organizations and missions com-
bined, such as among some African nations
whose navies perform both military and coast
guard tasks.

The same threats that one nation per-
ceives as external may be perceived by other
nations as internal and therefore be handled
by different communities within the nation.
Countering the threat of violent extrem-
ist organizations (VEO) is an excellent
example. In the United States, the military
has a significant counter-VEO role as it is a
threat largely emanating from outside the
homeland. Other nations assign this role to
its ministries of interior which, due to U.S.
law, places restrictions on direct cooperation
between the U.S. military and its most direct
counterparts in key nations.

As FM 1 declares, “the profession of
arms is global.”® However, it is clear that
there is not a direct one-to-one correspon-
dence between any particular military com-
munity and the area of uniquely specialized
knowledge that it applies in service to its
society. That so many disparate communities

exercise overlapping knowledge suggests that
the professional domain in question is much
broader and more encompassing than the
military alone.

This is the professional domain of secu-
rity, which is the art and science of protection
against danger, damage, or loss. The profes-
sion of arms, therefore, describes a subdo-
main, reflective of a division of labor preferred
by American society that separates militaries
from other security communities. Using FM 1
as a start point, we can define the subdomain
as the art and science of defending the secu-
rity of a nation or state—its geographic ter-
ritory, its society and institutions, its people,
and its way of life.

The U.S. military is both the com-
munity and the enterprise that apply this
domain for U.S. society. This is an important
distinction from communities associated
with medicine and law, whose enterprises
are largely independent from the regulatory
body. But this is not unique. Other security
professions such as police forces, border
patrols, and coast guards similarly see the
community and enterprise as one and the
same, or very extensively overlapped.

The mechanisms employed by the
U.S. military to regulate its practitioners are
straightforward. For officers, warrant officers,
and enlisted, there are entry-level require-
ments and sustainment requirements—such
as professional military education, individual
combat skills such as marksmanship, and
oaths of service—that vary appropriately
depending on the Service and rank. Awards,
promotions, fitness reports, the Uniform Code
of Military Justice, and other mechanisms
govern good and bad conduct or performance.

Some may look upon the Services as
different communities, but these reflect divi-
sions of labor, albeit with longstanding his-
torical precedent. The overlap of functions
and capabilities among the Services, par-
ticularly enablers such as communications
and logistics, plus the increase in jointness
seen in the force since the Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense Reorganization Act
of 1986, bears this out.

Similarly, the traditional stratification
of officers and enlisted (junior and senior)
reflects divisions of labor that are much more
blended in today’s environment than in times
past. Senior enlisted are taking on roles and
responsibilities once reserved exclusively for
officers, and some are now attending officer
professional education programs. Taken to
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an extreme, there is nothing inherent about
the profession of arms that would preempt a
move to make Officer Candidate School the
sole accession means for new officers, essen-
tially causing the military to resemble more
closely the rank structure of police forces.
This would likely never happen in the United
States, but it shows how separating officers
from enlisted for the purposes of comparing
professionalism is not viable.

Bottom Line

So are the members of the U.S. military
professionals?

The bottom line answer is yes. The U.S.
military as a community applies the subdo-
main of arms for its primary society, the United
States. It performs a vital function, mastery
of the art and science of arms to protect the
society in the manner that the society accepts:
“defend the Constitution.” The military has
established the appropriate mechanisms for its
practitioners, the Servicemembers, to achieve
and sustain professional status, and the practi-
tioners generally sustain the community norms
and adhere to societal expectations.

Because the military is an organization,
the actions of individual Servicemembers
directly affect the actions of others, and
in combat this can have significant conse-
quences. This makes military professionalism
at all levels vital, as the manner in which
individual Servicemembers perform their
duties is as important as the results that are
achieved. Tactical successes that undermine
our societies’ confidence risk strategic failure
and constitute a violation of the relationship
between the U.S. military and American
society. This is consistent with the qualifier in
the Soldiers’ Creed: “No one is more profes-
sional than I.” It is a personal commitment to
the U.S. military community, rather than a
collective comparative stance against those of
other professions.

On the surface, this countervails Dr.
Bond’s assertion that “it does a disservice to
the very ideals of professionalism . . . to declare
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that by virtue of membership in an organiza-
tion a person is a professional.™ However, the
two positions are actually quite similar as all
professionals are required to adhere to the
entry-level and sustainment requirements of
the community. Those who do not are subject
to censure, such as revocation of their license
to practice law or medicine, or less-than-
honorable-discharge from the military.

Meanwhile, some concerns about the
state of today’s military—high turnover rates
and erosion of a sense of professional commit-
ment (“calling”)—are indicative of unhealthi-
ness among the relationships between the
military and its Servicemembers that certainly
needs to be addressed, but do not constitute
the loss or reduction of professional status.

Although this article presents a different
model of professionalism from the traditional
views expressed elsewhere, its application is
hardly complete, and there is further study
to do. Important in today’s context is the
professional status of civilians and contractors
performing functions once done by military
members. This article assumes U.S. Service-
members are volunteers, and conscription in
an unknown future scenario might alter the
professional status of the force.

Hopefully, the domain-based model
offered in this article helps simplify and
harmonize the terms and relationships so as
to advance the dialogue. After all, the U.S.
military’s professional identity is impor-
tant to its mission accomplishment and its
longstanding honored relationship with the
American people. JFQ

The author acknowledges Command Sergeant
Major Mark S. Ripka, USA, and Sergeant
Major Matthew Grucella, USA, for their con-
tributions to this article.
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Former Chairman General Richard B. Myers
speaks at military professionalism conference

Know Yourself Before the Enemy
MILITARY PROFESSIONALISM'S CIVIL FOUNDATION

ByIAN BRYAN

eneral Richard Myers, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs and
principal military advisor to
President George W. Bush
from 2001 to 2005, received a collection of
articles on civil-military relations from a
long-time friend and professor to help him
prepare for the job. In the 20 years between
attending the Army War College and
becoming Chairman, he had received no
formal education to prepare for managing
the civil-military relationship, neither at the
CAPSTONE course for general officers nor
at the Harvard Kennedy School program for
senior executives. General Myers shared this
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anecdote at a January conference on military
professionalism organized by the Institute for
National Security Ethics and Leadership at
the National Defense University, held at the
request of Admiral Mike Mullen, the current
Chairman. That conference focused on the
profession’s connections with civil society.
With grave international and budgetary
challenges facing our military, however, some
officers might not agree that the profession
should focus now on civil-military relations.
Yet civil-military relations, starting with its
constitutional underpinnings, is at once the
most fundamental component of American
military professionalism and the one most

overlooked. And it is the arena where our
military leaders seem to fail most often, or at
least most spectacularly.

This is not a topic just for generals. Offi-
cers of every rank routinely make decisions
that affect the military’s complex relationship
with society. Moreover, an officer is far behind
if he only begins developing civil-military sen-
sibilities after donning a star. Military leaders
need to earn trust and respect while gaining
influence with civilian policy elites—politi-
cians, political appointees, lawyers, bureau-
crats, and the like—who have been immersed
in the domestic political milieu throughout
their careers.
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Education across the Department of
Defense inadequately prepares officers for
this arena, giving little attention to the civil-
military relationship and its constitutional
underpinnings. Even among the select field
grade officers whom I taught at the School
of Advanced Air and Space Studies with an
in-residence military Intermediate Devel-
opmental Education under their belts, few
have studied or even read the Constitution
that they swore to defend since high school
or college, even though most are hungry
to engage on the topic. We have failed to
tend the foundation of American military
professionalism.

Neglect of civil-military expertise
among officers manifests in views incompat-
ible with our oath, hindering representative
government and undermining the societal
trust prerequisite to provisioning a strong
military. I have heard a well-known retired
general officer imply, off the record, that the
law is what the President and his administra-
tion say it is, notwithstanding the Constitu-
tion’s contrary assertion. Officers have argued
to me in private and in class, and one recently
in print, that their personal sense of right and
wrong trumps judgments made via our politi-
cal process and the chain of command.

The profession has permitted a blind
spot to form at the center of the officer’s duty.
This neglect of civil-military competence
makes it more difficult for officers to serve
effectively, leaving them less perceptive of
the Nation’s needs and wants. Civil society is
of course where resources are provided and
where military leaders must look to decipher
parameters for sustainable action and to
divine unclear objectives.

It will not be enough to bolt civil-
military literacy onto an already constructed
idea of officer professionalism framed around
technical competence. Relations with civil
society must undergird the American officer’s
professional identity. For if civil-military
relations are unhealthy, then technical com-
petence is unsustainable or may even work
against the Nation’s values and interests,
particularly as military measures increasingly
impinge on the homeland.

A profession’s mores will coalesce
around its members’ sense of purpose, and

Lieutenant Colonel lan Bryan is an Active-duty
Tennessee Air National Guardsman and a Professor
of Strategic Studies in the School of Advanced Air
and Space Studies at Air University.
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the profession will resist anything that
detracts from that perceived purpose. In
military institutions, this means that only

by understanding the domestic context

that gives rise to the officer’s authority and
mission can he understand his role. Those

in uniform agree that the military exists to
bring force to bear in pursuit of the Nation’s
interests, but beyond that, consensus frays.
An officer’s conception of the military’s role
must begin with understanding society’s
values and how those values are expressed

in the form and philosophy of a government
that supplies and legitimates the officer’s
work. The officer will be a more trusted
servant and thus more persuasive if his words
and deeds reflect a grounding in, and a broad
congruence with, the philosophy of Ameri-
can government and the bedrock American
political compact, the Constitution.

Professionalism

Samuel Huntington penned a seminal
study of civil-military relations, The Soldier
and the State, in which he defined professions
as possessing corporateness, expertise, and
a duty to society.! Experts debate a profes-
sion’s exact components, but Huntington’s
framework endures and captures the essence
of most competing schemes. The framework
provides a good vantage point for analyzing
the military professional’s relationship to
civil society. The first of Huntington’s three
tenets of professionalism, corporateness,
refers to the degree that military profes-
sionals perceive themselves as an institution
with a set of values and standards separate
from others and designed to promote the
institution’s purpose. Combat effective-
ness demands institutional physical and
psychological separateness from society that
no other profession matches, transcending
vocation to become a way of life. That divide
is deeper still as the classically conservative
and communal military outlook stands apart
from the classically liberal and individualistic
American society that it serves.

Corporateness is an avenue to profes-
sionalism’s second component, expertise. Pro-
fessionalism is sometimes used as a synonym
for technical and leadership expertise that
puts fire on the target, but the officer requires
a broader conception of expertise. The offi-
cer’s expertise can be divided among the man-
agement of three key relationships: relations
with entities outside the United States that
include training friends and fighting enemies;
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internal military relations, including issues

of command and doctrine; and civil-military
relations. Officer professional development
focuses on the first two.

Military expertise in managing all
these relationships only serves the Nation
when geared tightly to the third compo-
nent of professionalism: duty. It is of little
value for officers to absorb a vague duty to
country. Officers need a sophisticated and
even theoretical sense of duty that helps
them answer to what end, by what ways,
and with whom duty lies amid an ever-
changing context. Democracy shifts much
of the moral as well as political autonomy
and responsibility from the government,
especially the military, and places it on the
society for which the military acts. This can
only be so if the military is a faithful instru-
ment of the elected leadership. Direction
from higher authority, however, is never
comprehensive at any level. The officer must
constantly assume ideological and material
values as he crafts advice and action. Such
judgments should sprout from the American
political compact that the officer has sworn
to defend. It is an institutional failure that
the military demands more attention from
officers on the proper use of the Internet
than it demands they spend on packing this
professional foundation.

it is an institutional failure that
the military demands more
attention from officers on th
proper use of the Internet
than it demands they spend
on packing this professional
foundation
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while military officers ar
dedicated to their mission and
country, they are susceptible to
the same cognitive limitations
that groups typically impose
on their members

A System of Law

The American political order centers
not on geography or person but on a set
of ideas about domestic political relation-
ships. External security being secondary;,
the Founders rejected the protection of the
world’s most powerful nation, Britain, to
pursue a system of diffuse political power
that would permit a classically liberal society.
Our country’s founders sought a government
that ruled through law, written and executed
by elected representatives. The Founders
built our system around a suspicious and
realist conception of human nature where
ambition would counteract ambition among
the political branches of government. The
preeminent law is the Constitution, setting
forth a Federal Government of limited powers
wherein no Federal officer may act without
authority tracing back to that document,
usually via statute. A standing military is not
required by the Constitution and was created
by legislation, and thus the Armed Forces are
an entirely beholden creation of the political
branches without any constitutional grant of
independent political power. In fact, fear that
a standing army would become untethered
from its masters led many Founders to look to
the state militias as a check against the regular
army, inspiring the Second Amendment’s
proclamation that a well-regulated militia is
necessary to the security of a free state.

Burdened by heavy responsibility and
imbued with patriotism, officers want to use
power for good. Like others in government,
they focus on their technical function, secu-
rity, and sometimes see law as an obstacle.
Military officers find orders especially dif-
ficult to swallow when they imperil the men
and women under their command without
a justification the officer finds convincing.
Some have concluded that the officer’s duty
transcends law, arguing that conscience and
perceptions of national security imperatives
should instead be the lodestar.

Our constitutional system, however,
cannot abide a military that reserves for
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itself the final say on anything. Concern for a
standing military’s political role is reflected in
the constitutional debates and the document
itself, not fear that political leaders might issue
unwise or immoral orders, policy, or legisla-
tion. Moreover, safety is not the warrior’s
mission or even a preeminent military value.
Military honor requires facing risk from the
enemy, and U.S. Servicemembers swear to
accept the risk inherent in serving a govern-
ment of dispersed powers. Commanders are
to care for their troops, but they must also put
them at risk, and the commander does not get
the final word on when or for what reasons
that occurs. Where the question is between
civil and military authority, the Constitution’s
weight falls entirely on the civil side. Officers
taunt the public trust to suggest otherwise.

Trust

Without trust, military opinion
would fall on deaf ears and society would
rightly hobble the force with safeguards and
oversight. Our national security apparatus
already labors under myriad legislative
restrictions and reporting requirements
imposed partly because overzealous govern-
ment officials have sometimes behaved as
though they were ignorant of the American
system. To navigate this uncertain political
terrain, the officer needs grounding in the
fundamentals of our government and the
tools to conceptualize the military’s role in
society. The professional officer must work
to inspire trust that he will limit his craft
to the means and purposes authorized by
proper civilian authority—executive, legisla-
tive, or judicial.

Trust in the military, although wide-
spread today, is counterintuitive and inorganic
to a representative government jealous of its
liberty, and so trust needs constant care. The
nonmilitia soldier is a danger to society by
virtue of his access to and proficiency with
weapons and the potential divergence of
his interests from those of society, or so the
Founders generally agreed. The military’s
privileged access to information about threats
and capabilities, much of which it makes
secret, likewise bequeaths power. Military
information and the military opinion it
stands behind influence national policy and
the resources allocated to defense. The chief
author of the Constitution, James Madison,
began “Federalist No. 41” by acknowledging
the danger that so worried his countrymen,
warning that with regard to a standing

military, a wise nation will “exert all its pru-

dence in diminishing both the necessity and
the danger of resorting to one which may be
inauspicious to its liberties.”

The fear today is not a coup but, as
President Dwight Eisenhower explained in
his farewell address, that the military and its
vendors will drive policy and become an end
rather than a means, shaping the political
landscape to their interests. Ignorance and
complacency replace nefarious intent as patri-
otic men and women seek expedience and too
conveniently see in their own interests the
Nation’s as well.

ndupress.ndu.edu



. BRYAN

While military officers are dedicated to
their mission and country, they are susceptible
to the same cognitive limitations that groups
typically impose on their members. The
Department of Defense, Services, and every
subordinate military tribe see the Nation’s
interests from institutional perspectives.
That each faction thinks it should have more
control and a larger share of the budget is as
certain as celestial motion. It is silly to think
that military officers are not swayed by their
institutional interests. Of course, elected
leaders pursue institutional and personal
advantage, too, but they have a popular and
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constitutional mandate and are accountable to
the voters.

President Abraham Lincoln defended his
actions that arguably violated the Constitution
during the Civil War by asking rhetorically,
“Are all the laws but one, to go unexecuted, and
the government itself to go to pieces, lest that
one be violated?” But the President is elected
to lead one of the three branches of govern-
ment with a duty to interpret and preserve
the constitutional system, which affords him
greater legitimate leeway to act. The idea of
Presidential powers expanding in a national
emergency is controversial, but the idea of

Architect of the Capitol

extra-constitutional powers for officers is not
controversial among those with a rudimentary
understanding of the system. It is patently
illegitimate for an unelected officer to make
decisions for the Nation in contravention of his
elected civilian masters.

Senior officer resignation would be a
way to pressure the President and Congress
short of disobedience. This might bring quick
satisfaction but at a high price to long-term
legitimate military influence. Modern voters
respect military opinion, so politicians fear
public conflict with officers. If political
leaders suspect generals will wield resignation
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as a political weapon, then administration
officials will simply not seek military advice,
or they will choose pliant or like-minded uni-
formed advisors.

Although lawful and far more profes-
sionally honorable than disobeying legal
orders, resignation nevertheless rests on an
incorrect notion of the officer’s role. The
officer is not a policy advocate but an advisor,
helping political leaders make informed
choices. Civilian leaders should listen to mili-
tary advice, but are always free to act contrary.
Political leadership is better placed to blend
society’s diverse values, which is the essence of
the politician’s craft. Military advice has been
rejected sometimes for the better and some-
times for the worse. History does not support
the argument that the country would be better
off if the military’s advice were followed more
often. History does suggest that countries
placing authority for determining national

obedience is important not only
for subordinating the military
to civilian authority but also for
creating combat power
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interests and how to pursue them in military
hands have fared poorly.

Besides, the idea of a single military
opinion on any issue is an illusion. Debates
rage throughout the military on nearly every
issue. For example, although the Depart-
ment of Defense projected an image of
unified military support for General Stanley
McChrystal’s 2009 call for more troops in
Afghanistan, large factions inside the mili-
tary advocated quite different approaches.
Resignation over such issues would confuse
the public, devalue military opinion, and rob
us of experienced leaders.

Duty to What?

Obedience is important not only
for subordinating the military to civilian
authority but also for creating combat power.
Military effectiveness demands concentrat-
ing power at key points in time and space.
Orchestrating precise movements, especially
with large organizations and in the face
of mortal danger, places a premium on
obedience. But obedience to what? That the
American officer must be a faithful servant
of the people through their elected represen-
tatives does not close the issue. Under the
U.S. Constitution, obedience is only allowed
to proper authority and lawful orders. The
Congress’s and Supreme Court’s legisla-
tive and judicial authorities may clash with
power claimed by the Commander in Chief,
presenting the officer with a constitutional
dilemma. Officers cannot delegate their
constitutional duty to their legal counsel, and
international or domestic crisis is hardly the
time to start thinking in constitutional terms
about professional duty. Officers should
expect as much since they take an oath to the
Constitution—and to no one else and to no
other end.

Policy Responsibility

Much of what constitutes a sound civil-
military basis for officer professionalism
boils down to deflecting domestic political
power and responsibility for policy success
and failure that would come with that power.
Paradoxically, this is not an abdication but the
height of military duty, stemming from the
institutional imperative to preserve influence
and trust, and the national imperative to leave
political authority in the hands of the people
and their civil representatives. While an
officer may be able to steer policy in the short
term by leveraging information and prestige,

political responsibility will damage the mili-
tary’s long-term ability to secure the Nation’s
interests, potentially triggering a sustained
cycle of institutional decline.

Averting policy responsibility can be
especially tough when politicians want to turn
policy over to generals and draft behind the
military’s popularity. President George W.
Bush, for example, repeatedly asserted during
2007-2008 that he would do just as General
David Petraeus advised in Iraq. Influence is
good, but public military liability for policy is
not. Getting out from under policy delegation
and responsibility can be tricky, but officers
need the acumen to recognize it, the wisdom
to fear it, and the political skills to resist it.
Deflecting the Nation’s foreign and defense
policy authority and responsibility is perhaps
ironically the most legitimate purpose for
which the officer can employ his domestic
political advantages.

The military has ridden a wave of public
esteem for decades, throughout controversial
action in the Balkans, Afghanistan, Iraq, and
Libya. Trust and respect strengthen the mili-
tary in many ways, from recruitment to the
sway accorded to military advice. This reputa-
tion and moral authority would not survive
if the military acted as a political branch and
took greater responsibility for policy.

Individuals and institutions seek power
to promote their values and interests. Intel-
lect, however, can provide the basis to restrain
and channel this basic drive in order to serve
interests beyond the self and institution. The
officer corps has either taken this intellect
for granted or failed to see its importance,
leaving us with inadequate civil-military
competence. Society’s trust is always at stake,
modulating the resources and autonomy
delegated to those in uniform. Moreover,
the officer needs civil-military expertise to
comprehend the Nation’s ends, to predict the
domestic reaction to his ways and means, and
to articulate military risks and opportunities.
The civil-military foundation of officership is
woefully underprioritized, and at least a more
serious treatment in professional military
education, starting with the Constitution, is
justified. JFQ

NOTE
! Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the

State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Rela-
tions (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1957).
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trategist as Hero

By COLIN S. GRAY

ith undergoverned space as its
context, the purpose of strategy is to
secure control of that turbulent zone.
More often than is acknowledged
in history books, the political and military battlespace
for the strategist is, or certainly approaches, a condition
of chaos. The theme of this essay is the struggle by the
strategist to devise, sustain, and satisfactorily conclude
purposeful behavior. There are grounds for doubt as to
whether or not most strategists are heroes. However, the
impediments to even adequate, let alone superior, strate-
gic accomplishment are so numerous and so potentially
damaging that there is little room for skepticism over the
proposition that the strategist’s profession is a heroic one.
One can photograph an army but not the strategy
by which the strategist seeks to direct it. One can have

paintings of Carl von Clausewitz but not of his theory.
Strategy is ethereal. It can be explained and understood,
but in common with love, happiness, pain, fear, or secu-
rity, for example, it cannot be represented directly. Its
presence or absence, as well as its quality, can be inferred
from behavior as registered in the course of events, but
then only if there is a plausible connection between
known intention and that record. It is notable that the
media, especially the electronic media, do not often try to
address strategy. Rare indeed are the books on great (or

Dr. Colin S. Gray is Professor of International Politics at the
University of Reading, United Kingdom. His most recent book is
The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice (Oxford University Press,
2010), and this article is adapted from chapter seven. His next
book will be Airpower for Strategic Effect.
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President Roosevelt and General George C. Marshall watch Major
General George S. Patton, Jr., award Congressional Medal of Honor

to Brigadier General William H. Wilbur, 1943

poor) strategists, and the television channels
that provide vicarious military excitement for
armchair warriors almost go out of their way
to avoid discussing strategy. When, excep-
tionally, strategy is the subject, the program
more often than not limits its ambition to
coverage of operational level effort. One must
sympathize. The medium, be it print, film,
or PowerPoint, has a way of commanding its
subject more than it ought. And of course, one
should not forget the client. Publishers can
sell books about famous generals or admirals
but not about little known strategists (for
example, Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery
but not Viscount Alanbrooke, or General
George Patton but not George Marshall).
Strategy is a familiar word and is widely
believed to be an important concept, but it is
barely comprehended. Indeed, even today, it is
little understood that the concept commonly
is misidentified and that the word, especially
in adjectival form, is misapplied.
Unquestionably, strategy is as impor-
tant as it is awesomely difficult to do well
enough. The title of this essay is not a casual
choice. Only rarely are medals for outstand-
ing performance won easily. The subject
truly is challenging, and the strategist’s role,
properly understood, is a heroic one. To be
performed well, its multiple demands require
extraordinary natural gifts, advantages that
need nurturing by education and experience.
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That granted, successful strategic conduct
should not be so difficult as to evade plausible
explanation.

The Purpose of Strategy

De quoi sagit-il?—“What is it (all)
about?” “What is the problem?”—to borrow
from Marshal Ferdinand Foch and Bernard
Brodie.! If the strategist’s most potent question
is “So what?” Foch’s question must be directed
at strategy itself. Strategy functions as the
only purpose-built bridge connecting political
ends with the methods and means for their
attempted achievement, most especially the
military tools. While the basic function of this
metaphorical bridge necessarily is to connect,
say, policy and army, the purpose for which
this key task is performed is to achieve some
degree of control over the polity’s security
context. Those holding the strategy bridge are
charged with the planning and higher orches-
tration of the policy instruments that in threat
and action should impress themselves upon
the bodies and minds of those who ought to
be concerned by such behavior. The strategist
needs to be able to influence enemies, allies,
and neutrals, which means influencing minds
and actions, foreign and domestic. To bend
an enemy’s will to resist and, if required, to
reduce the capacity of his military means to
do harm, the strategist needs to have control
over the course of events. For this heroic

task to be feasible, the strategist first must
ensure that he controls his own capacity to

do the harm he intends. This is the practice
of command. Not for nothing is command
paired with control in the standard military
formula. So complementary are the two
concepts that in effect, command and control
are fused as a meta-concept. The purpose of
command is to control friendly armed forces
so that they can prevail in combat with an
enemy whose strategists also are exercising
command in search of control (in their case,
over us) so as to shape and even dictate the
course of strategic history. This is what strat-
egy is all about. This is the answer to Foch’s
fundamental question. But the strategist as
would-be controller of history is ever locked in
a struggle against severe odds. The political-
bureaucratic policymaking, the military
execution, and the political consequences of
the strategy process in those distinctive but
overlapping phases always threaten to dis-
solve process into chaos. Preparation for war
and war itself and its warfare inherently are
hostile environments for good order in strat-
egy. Unfortunately for good predictive order,
confusion verging upon chaos approaches the
natural condition of war writ large and of its
warfare, as well as being a constant menace to
the invention, development, and execution of
rational and reasonable strategy. The strate-
gist must operate in “bandit country,” and
that country has both domestic and foreign
provinces. The enemy is apt to be the single
largest factor among the problems that can
frustrate the strategist with his preferred
strategy. But a policymaking process at home
and among allies that is more than marginally
dysfunctional and a military that is something
less than tailored and razor-sharp will come a
close second.

Strategy and Strategies:
Theory and Practice

It would be unwise, though not wholly
implausible, to risk an unwelcome historical
echo by declaiming for strategy what might
read as a severely parsimonious declaration of

the strateqist needs to be able
to influence enemies, allies
and neutrals, which means
influencing minds and actions
foreign and domestic
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faith: “One theory, one theorist, one historical
challenge!” Translated, this trinitarian credo
would claim that there is only one general
theory of strategy; there is only one strategic
theorist fully worthy of the job title; and there
is only one set of strategic problems, eternally
and universally. This extreme example of
reductionism happens to be useful because
it does highlight two all but axiomatic truths
while it exaggerates a justifiable, though argu-
able, claim. First, there has been, is, and can be
only a single general theory of strategy. Differ-
ent theorists will present this theory in ways
that reflect the conditions unique to their
historical context as well as their personalities;
nonetheless, they must all paint pictures of the
same essentially unchanging landscape.
Second, it is not wholly unreasonable to
argue that the one general theory of strategy
is located and explained well enough by Carl
von Clausewitz in On War. Although I no
longer endorse this judgment, it is appropri-
ate to record a massive note of confidence
in Clausewitz’s theorizing. I am prepared
to defend the claim that our general theory
of strategy is to be found in the works of 10
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authors at most. Apart from Clausewitz, a

list of the greatest strategic theorists should
include Sun Tzu, Thucydides, Niccolo Machi-
avelli, Antoine Henri de Jomini, Basil Liddell
Hart, J.C. Wylie, Edward N. Luttwak, Bernard
Brodie, and Thomas C. Schelling.? Each of
these authors augments, enriches, and cor-
rects the Prussian sufficiently to warrant a
place on the all-time short list of outstanding
strategic theorists.

Third, it is reasonable—strictly, it is una-
voidable—to argue that one general theory,
and potentially even one general theorist, has
eternal and universal validity because the fun-
damentals of strategic challenge do not alter.
Each of the theorists identified here speaks to
the problems that every practicing strategist
has to solve, regardless of his circumstances
and historical location. This is less true of Bro-
die’s writings, but some of his strategic analy-
ses, despite their period-piece Cold War foci
and flavor, nonetheless reflect an exceptional
awareness of the general theory of strategy.

It is vital to recognize the persisting
authority of a single general theory of strat-
egy, no matter that it is presented in various
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forms and styles. Such singularity has a
fundamental authority over a vastly vari-
able historical domain. This imperium—for
that is its nature through the whole course
of strategic history—witnesses the creation
and execution of specific strategies keyed to
command and control in unique contexts.
Thus, the realm of general strategic theory
is unchanging, while that of the practicing
executive strategist is always liable to alter by
evolution and even revolution.

There is an inescapable sense in which
the apparently clear conceptual distinction
between theory and practice may mislead.
Although making and executing strategy as
a plan for action lie within the realm of prac-
tice, every such plan inherently is a theory,
paradoxical though this may seem. A strategy
expressed in the form of a plan, formal or
informal, must be a theory of victory, however
defined for its historical context. This strategic
plan or strategy, more or less detailed, more
or less optimistic, predicts a desirable course
of events. In effect, the plan, which is to say
the strategy, explains how military, inter alia,
success will be made to happen. It will specify,
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in whatever detail is appropriate for its level
(overall military, operational, tactical), and in
more or less discretionary terms, who will do
what, with what, in what sequence, where, and
when. The strategy may or may not explain
why tasks are to be performed. Anchored in
time and place, and hence in strategic context,
the pragmatic and responsible executive strat-
egist is obliged to practice theory. To plan is to
theorize. Theories appear in many guises, but
nonetheless the practicable looking military
solution to a pressing real-world problem is, in
avital sense, a theory of victory. The practic-
ing strategist must engage in “if . . . then” logic
and prediction.

Whereas all strategies are plans, not all
plans are strategies. Military action may be
guided by a plan, but the plan might simply
direct forces to be used in a tactically effective
manner, with no careful attempt to relate such
intended use to the achievement of goals that
have much operational, strategic, or political
value. Many of strategic history’s so-called
war plans have been nothing of the kind. They
can fail the strategy test in several ways. For
example, they may be designed with no more
discernible ambition than the intention to
bring on a “decisive” battle. In the best Napo-
leonic tradition, one would maneuver in order
to fight at an advantage. But this could be in
the worst Napoleonic tradition of not having
a clear idea how victory would conclude a war
satisfactorily; just what would the purport-
edly decisive battle decide? For another class
of example, armed forces can be committed
to the fight in the absence of any reasonable
expectation that the fight, no matter how well
or poorly conducted, will achieve any posi-
tive result. An all-too-plain example of this
second category of mainly expressive violence
would be a large-scale bilateral nuclear war.
Nuclear war plans are a practical necessity,
but in execution above a modest level of well-
calibrated firepower delivered for intended
coercive effect, they must require destructive
behavior indulged for its own sake. In actual-
ity, the use of nuclear weapons on a large scale
would mean only that their owner could think
of nothing else to do, even though such action
could serve no strategic or political purposes.?

The literature on war planning is
voluminous but typically is so concerned to
turn over every bureaucratic stone that as a
result, the plot at several levels often is lost.*
The context for, and consequences of, specific
cases of war planning have a way of evading
the attention they merit. Furthermore, the
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kind of professional expertise that deep
knowledge of war planning experience both
needs and attracts is not an expertise often
inclined to spark creative theorizing by its
owner. On the one hand, historical war plan-
ning experience is reasonably well understood
by historians, but they tend to be profession-
ally allergic to bold theorizing, including that
with a strategic focus. On the other hand, our
contemporary war planners, competent and
even occasionally creative as they may be, are
inhibited from contributing to the theory of
strategy with respect to the role of planning
by both the need for official secrecy and their
own lack of professional proficiency in such
theorizing. The predictable result of the situa-
tion just described is a strategic studies litera-
ture that is weak in its general understanding
of the roles and significance of what generi-
cally has been known as war planning, though
today often is called defense planning. Plans,
formal and informal, explicit and implicit,
are of crucial significance for the translation
of politically guided, strategically educated
intention into military achievement.

The Value of Strategic Theory

For many defense professionals, military
and civilian, theory is a word and concept
more likely to induce hostility, certainly indif-
ference, than respect. Pragmatic strategists,
their staffs, other advisors, and their executive
agents in the military field can have no small
difficulty grasping the connection between,
say, most of Clausewitz’s philosophizing about
the nature of war and solutions to their own
contemporary problems.

Officials usually are not interested in the
nature of strategy. Instead, for example, they
need to know how best to bring down Hitler’s
Third Reich. Strategic philosophy can seem
more useful for alleviating insomnia or sup-
porting a damaged table leg than as a source
of useful advice. The practical strategist,
locked into a contextually unique challenge,
will look in vain to the classics of strategic
theory in his search for usable specific answers
to particular problems. In 1944, Dwight D.
Eisenhower and his master commanders
on the Combined Chiefs of Staff committee
needed to decide how to win the war in the
West in the context of the war(s) as a whole,
European and Asia-Pacific. They could have
found few usable particular answers in the
pages of Sun Tzu, Thucydides, or Clausewitz.

The general theory of strategy, however
it is presented—mingled in a historical nar-

rative (Thucydides), all but PowerPointed
cryptically (Sun Tzu), or more than a little
entangled in a challenging philosophical
exposition (Clausewitz)—can only educate;

it cannot instruct with specific advice for
today. The general theory explains the nature
of strategy everywhere, for all times and for
all conditions. What it can do is to educate
practicing executive strategists so that they
are mentally adequately equipped to tackle
their historically unique problems. In short,
the practicing strategist is taught, if he proves
teachable, how to think about his real-world
challenges. By category, he knows what he
needs to worry about and he understands,
again by broad category, how he might
succeed in evading or defeating many of the
causes for his anxiety. Alert both to complex-
ity and to the wholeness of his subject, the
strategist also knows that the categories he
employs to achieve some mental order all
interpenetrate to help produce messily com-
pounded strategic effects and consequences.
Between high theory and command practice
for and in combat lies the enabling agency

of doctrine. Only the educated strategist can
be trusted to develop the multilevel body of
doctrine that must serve to staple together
synergistically efforts in performance at every
level of warfare.

Clausewitz—who else?—provides a thor-
oughly persuasive explanation of why theory
has value for practice. In justly honored
language, we are advised that “theory exists
so that one need not start afresh each time
sorting out the material and plowing through
it but will find it ready to hand and in good
order.” He advises also that “theory need not
be a positive doctrine, a sort of manual for
action.” Rather, “it is meant to educate the
mind of the future commander, or more accu-
rately, to guide him in his self-education, not
to accompany him to the battlefield.”

The case for general strategic theory is
inscribed in the whole practice and malprac-
tice of strategy throughout history. Theory

when policymakers, soldiers,
and commentators are ill
educated in strategic theory,
they misuse concepts, and
such misuse contributes
readily to unsound planning
and faulty behavior
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requires clarity and suitability of definition

and the specification of relationships among
distinguishable elements in the structure of
the subject. Also, not least, theory provides
explanation of causation. When policymakers,
soldiers, and commentators are ill educated
in strategic theory, they misuse concepts, and
such misuse contributes readily to unsound
planning and faulty behavior. For a leading
example, a fundamental lack of intellectual
grip upon the distinctive natures of policy,
strategy, and tactics licenses appalling self-
harming misuse of the adjective strategic. If
theory does not educate as to the difference
between a policy instrument and that instru-
ment itself—as, for an historical example,
in the Strategic Air Command, or strategic
missiles, or the strategic deterrent—then the
strategy function is unlikely to be well served.
If a military force is called strategic, an exis-
tential meaning of that force is asserted. Such
aclaim is a logical, and often will be a practi-
cal, absurdity. Since the tactical behavior of
all troops has strategic consequences, be they
ever so modest, it follows that the adjective is
deprived of sense.

By no means can the general theory
of strategy provide all the education that a
practicing executive strategist requires and
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should be able to employ usefully. In addition
to book-learned theory, the strategist will

be educated by professional enculturation,
informal as well as formal, by personal experi-
ence, and by wider extra-strategic learning.
Probably the example of examples was the
influence of Homer on Thucydides, and
indeed on all Greeks of that period.” Whatever
may be said in praise of the Iliad and the
Odpyssey, in the military dimension they are
far more tactical than strategic. How much,
how well, and what the strategist acquires by
way of strategic education will depend con-
siderably upon his biology, psychology, and
the accidents of time and place that provided
the unique contexts, perhaps the strategic
moments, for his instruction. The strategist
learns his strategy not only with reference to
what the classics and culture and events bring
to him. Just as much, the strategist’s educa-
tion is shaped, even sometimes determined,
by what the mind and body of the individual
human being bring to the education on

offer. It is agreeable to note that Clausewitz
advises that: “[theory] must also take the
human factor into account, and find room for
courage, boldness, even foolhardiness. The art
of war deals with living and with moral forces.
Consequently, it cannot attain the absolute,

GRAY

U.S. Navy (Cherie Cullen)

or certainty; it must always leave a margin for
uncertainty, in the greatest things as much as
in the smallest.”

These words should shake the con-
fidence of theorists who seek to purvey a
science of strategy. There continue to be theo-
rists who believe that, for example, war’s fog
and friction can be dispersed and avoided by
reliable material means. Such foolish people
fail, or at least refuse, to recognize that the
most significant dimension to the strategic
function is the human. Moreover, a note-
worthy aspect to this human dimension of
difficulty and achievement is the adversary’s
nature and character.

Stripped to the barest, one can claim that
strategic theory is an aid to clear, perhaps just
clearer, thinking about all aspects of war and
peace, nested in political and other contexts,
domestic and foreign. In its general form,
this theory provides clarity in definition, in
identification of relationships, and in causa-
tion, which is to say in the crucial matter of
consequences. In truth, strategic theory is not
an optional extra. All practical strategists prac-
tice the theory of strategy. They differ only in
the quality of their practice, a quality that most
historical experience tries to tell us can and
should owe much to strategic education.
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history, the absence of a strategy, a theory of
victory in war worthy of the name, does not
mean that that behavior must lack strategic
consequences. Far from it. One need look no
further than to America’s record of warfare
waged tactically with adequate competence
in Southeast Asia between 1965 and 1973
and the apparently paradoxically abysmal
strategic and political result.’® Since history
abhors a vacuum, the gap that the strategy
bridge should span is filled by encroachment
on the part of the political, operational, and
tactical functions. Such mission creep may be
characterized as the politicization and tacti-
cization of strategy, though it might be more
perceptive to recognize that enhanced roles
for politics and tactics substitute for, rather
than capture, strategy."” The strategy bridge
cannot be seized by politics or by tactics (or
operations). If the bridge is not manned by
strategists, it does not function—period.

It is important to be clear as to the
inherent difficulty of purposeful strategic per-
formance. It is no small task to plan military
operations such that one should be able to
control events militarily in such a way and to
such a degree that the political future is shaped
favorably. This strategic function necessar-
ily entails prediction in the face of typically
formidable problems. Moreover, ironically, if
one succeeds militarily far beyond one’s expec-
tations—the Germans in May-June 1940, for
example—the challenge is extreme in deciding
how far, indeed how, to exploit such success.
Again more than a little ironically, if one is
dealt too weak a military hand to succeed tac-
tically and operationally, strategic excellence
may, or may not, be demonstrated in the way
in which one copes with defeat.

Several senior American military profes-
sionals, whose names must be withheld in
order to protect the guilty, have confided to
this theorist an astrategic, bordering on an
antistrategic, proposition. They have sug-
gested that when a country is so potent in the
quantity and tactical effectiveness of its armed
forces that it should always win the warfare,
it has scant need for strategy. Rephrased:
perform well enough tactically and perhaps
operationally, and strategy, as the necessary
strategic effect, will take care of itself. This is a
vintage misreading of Field Marshal Helmuth
Graf von Moltke’s expression of apparent
disdain for strategy in favor of tactics.?

Of all the problems that beset the strate-
gist and fuel yet further difficulties, the super
category of sheer complexity and consequent
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potential for multiple disharmonies warrants
special mention. No matter how clearly the
human actors leading a belligerent polity in
war and warfare understand the essential
unity of all their behaviors, the reality of
performance on the different levels of conflict
unavoidably promote what can be a lethal
cumulative mega-disharmony. In theory,
each of war’s levels should complement each
other. War is so much a gestalt that the rela-
tions among policy, grand strategy, military
strategy, operations, and tactics need to be
understood to be horizontal in their interde-
pendencies, as well as vertical in their chain
of command authority."” But each of these
standard levels of behavior has its own nature,
reflected in unique dynamics, needs, and
concerns. For example, tactical performance
does not naturally serve operational design
optimally. And operational success need not
contribute to strategic achievement in a way
at all proportionate to its costs. For a capstone
negative, we have to note that even a strategi-
cally well-conducted conflict might not be
succeeded by a sustainably stable, tolerable
political order. When military and strategic
performances retire from center stage, largely
to be replaced by active diplomacy (and rel-
evant domestic politics), there will be no guar-
antee that the blood and treasure expended
will be cashed competently by the politicians.
Tolerable cooperation among the levels of a
polity’s or coalition’s effort in conflict has to
be made to happen, but such harmonization
will never be a natural process than can safely
be left to some Hidden Hand of History that
functions on autopilot.

Incredibly, purposeful centralized
strategy can and sometimes does function in
practice, though rarely as well as in theory, let
alone elegantly, but frequently well enough.
How can this be, given the problems that can
threaten to render it irrelevant or worse?

First, every category of difficulty that in
principle must threaten to defeat a belligerent
strategically also must menace the enemy in
principle. One can hardly repeat too often the
reductionist Clausewitzian mantra that “war
is nothing but a duel on a larger scale.”* There
is no need to excel strategically in order to
win a war or succeed in competition. Rather,
there is need only to perform to better net
strategic effect than does the enemy. Second,
war’s very complexity contains within its
diversity the possibilities of compensation for
particular failures and weaknesses. Provided
a competitive weakness is not unduly imperial

even a strategically well-
conducted conflict might no
be succeeded by a sustainably
stable, tolerable political order

in domain and severity—for example, a cata-
strophic collapse in the morale of the polity’s
main army, such as the Italian army at and
following the disastrous battle of Caporetto
(October 24-November 12, 1917)—fungibility
may be commanded to ride to the rescue.”®

For a while the U.S. Navy loses its battle line

in the Pacific because of the tactical loss at
Pearl Harbor, so the fleet aircraft carriers must
step up to take the strain. Of course, there will
be occasions when no compensation fit for
purpose can be located and applied. However,
not for nothing is the strategist’s second master
question, “What are the alternatives?” (The
first question is, “So what?”)! The U.S. Navy in
1942 did not answer the second of the strate-
gist’s questions by refraining from offensive
action pending the restoration to health of its
battle line in the Pacific.

Strategists, Command,
and Strategic Effect

The strategy bridge, like Florence’s
Ponte Vecchio, can carry many buildings (as
well as, incredibly, a secret passage), but it
is the human strategist who must make the
bridge work. One can identify with confi-
dence a standard set of distinguishable roles
that always need to be performed if purpose-
ful strategy is to be a reality. For a polity to
have and attempt to execute a strategy, it must
provide for performance of the following
roles: politician-policymaker; theorist-plan-
ner; and commander who has to manage and
lead. The three functions indicated almost
with unduly graphic clarity by the bridge
metaphor are purpose, strategy, and tools
(ends, ways, and means). The bridge need not
only be anchored on its political and military
banks, but it can also extend some distance
overland from the water. Since the nature of
the broad strategic function is to staple mili-
tary and other behaviors to political interests,
motives, and goals, it is obvious that there
cannot be barriers at each end of the bridge.
The executive strategist, as contrasted with
a scholar writing strategic theory, has some
need to think and talk politically in order to
understand and probably try to influence the
content of his policy guidance for a better fit
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with his practicable ways and available means.
Also, he often will be better served should he
be able to improve the strategic and military
education of both his political masters and his
military and civilian subordinates.

The strategic function—hence, the
domain of the strategist—cannot be confined
to the realm of ideas, even when those ideas
are expressed in plans and doctrine manuals.
After all, “strategic theory is a theory for
action.”” The strategist is not only a sponsor of
the world of practice—at least, he should not
only be such. His strategy exists strictly as a
contingent theory for victory, a plan devised to
solve—or, at the general level, to help solve via
education—actual or anticipated problems. It
follows that the role of the strategist is mean-
ingless absent provision for strategy execution.
Whether or not the principal conceptualizer
of a strategy is designated to command its
implementation in the field, the function of
command must feature prominently on the
strategy landscape. Both as general theory
and as historically unique plans, the purpose
of strategy is to improve a polity’s competitive
performance. And the quality of that per-
formance should be influenced to advantage
by a choice of strategy executed by armed
forces commanded by people who endeavor
to achieve a purposeful control of events. This
apparently complex, yet essentially simple,
process is most likely to happen advanta-
geously when all the many behaviors com-
manded are controlled for complementary and
synergistic impacts and consequences. Such
command and control, no doubt devolved as
it must be to and among many layers in the
military hierarchy, is integral to the strategic
function. To repeat the logic: a master strategic
idea, a dominant narrative, should drive the
design of actual plans, and those plans must
be executed by forces that are commanded
and controlled so that their efforts serve a
common, centrally intended purpose. The
existence, promulgation, understanding, and
use of a coherent body of authoritative sound
military doctrine should contribute notably to
the achievement of such purpose.

What does strategy produce? The
answer is as challengingly opaque as it is
unavoidable: strategic effect. Apparent tautol-
ogy or not, this concept has to be the keystone
in the arch of the strategy bridge. Performance
of the strategic function can only be to gen-
erate desired effect upon the future course
of events. The subject is as straightforward
as this, even though all matters of strategy
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design, decision, and execution in an adver-
sarial environment are inherently complex
and typically are uncertain far into the zone
of unpredictability. Strategic effect is one
among those mysterious qualities that cannot
be observed and measured directly—security,
love, happiness, and grief are examples of
others. But even if we are unable to record
strategic effect exactly, we can and must try
hard to recognize evidence of its current
condition. Its future impact typically will be

a topic fit only for guesswork, but we can find
material evidence of its recent and current
presence. For example, the hasty retreat by the
ragged remainder of the German army from
Normandy toward the frontier of the Third
Reich in August 1944 yielded unmistakable
evidence of massive positive strategic effect
achieved by Allied command performance.
But what did this German retreat-cum-rout
mean? Would the war be over in 19442 How
much fight was left in the Wehrmacht? The
answer could not be calculated. This was not a
metric challenge.

Strategists cannot escape the laws of
physics, even though their job requires them
to seek to control some aspects of the future.
Although competent strategists and more
than adequate commander-managers often do
succeed in shaping events to a broadly advan-
tageous outcome, it is never possible for them
to remove entirely the potentially sovereign
role of chance in war. Yet again, Clausewitz is
thoroughly persuasive. He specified chance
and its dependent associate, uncertainty, as an
organic component of the “climate of war.”®
No matter how cunningly theorists strive,
they cannot eliminate uncertainty from war.
In truth, knowledge of nearly everything
about the future, in almost any detail below
the generic, is precisely unknowable. And yet
the strategist’s core duty is to develop, and
to see commanded in physical performance,
plans that are predictions and contingent
intentions—in other words, theories. The
strategist’s plans purport to explain how
desired endstates will be achieved.

Strategic effect, the dynamic and more
than slightly unpredictable result of the
strategist’s labors, is the product of every
element specified as acting and interacting
in the complete general theory of strategy. In
principle, nothing in this general theory is
irrelevant to any particular historical context,
but the many subjects must play roles of
variable significance from case to case. The
strategist’s plan must seek to anticipate how

strateqists cannot escape the
laws of physics, even though
their job requires them to
seek to control some aspects
of the future

tactical action, commanded for operational
level consequences, will shape the course of
future events; assessed overall, this is strategic
effect. For more reasons than it would be sen-
sible to attempt to itemize comprehensively,
it is difficult to perform even competently

as a strategist, let alone as a strategist of true
historical distinction. Happily for most of
history’s would-be strategists, which is to say
for those with average biological endowment,
education, experience, and luck, there is need
only to be good enough.

Strategic effect is felt and has conse-
quences in stages and across levels of conflict,
and the transitions from one level to another
are not reliably predictable. By stages, stra-
tegic effect happens and is felt in first-order,
second-order, and probably third-order
and beyond, consequences, untraceably in
confirmable detail. Tactical first-order effects
should have second-order tactical and opera-
tional effects, and those effects should have
meaning in strategic effect. Alas, strategy is
apt to be curved in its trajectory of conse-
quences. Tactical behavior may well be the
trackable product of a grand strategic design,
but in its turn, it could blow back to reshape
the strategy itself.

Theorists of a metric persuasion who
strive against heavy odds to convert the art of
strategy into applied quantifiable science are
always going to be outmaneuvered fatally by
the authority of the contextuality as well as
the contingency of events. Strategic effect and
its achievement via command performance
strategically, operationally, and tactically must
be a product whose weight is determined by
dynamic and unique circumstances. Defeat in
battle may, or may not, so demoralize an army
or a nation that its morale sags beyond recov-
ery.® The strategic meaning of tactical and
operational success and failure can be antici-
pated, guessed intelligently, but by no means
can it be predicted with rock-like reliability.

The Good (Enough) Strategist

To conclude on a moderately upbeat
note, strategy is possible; the strategist often
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can succeed because true excellence in his
calling is rarely necessary. The victorious strat-
egist need not even be the particularly good
strategist. Because the strategist has to perform
as a duelling competitor, he need only be good
enough to achieve by his command perfor-
mance a necessary measure of control over the
enemy’s decisions. The quality and quantity of
that enemy (and enmity) decide just how good
the strategist has to be, always assuming obe-
dience to the rule of prudence in the provision
of his political guidance. For some comfort,
it is more than a little encouraging to reflect
upon these words by the journalist-novelist
Robert Harris: “In the absence of genius there
is always craftsmanship.”? The strategist
strictly does not require the right stuff, only
enough of the right-enough stuff to meet the
challenge of the day. For him to do that, he can
only benefit from some education by a general
theory designed and refined to assist practice.
Happily, perhaps, although the general
theory of strategy can be rewritten endlessly,
with each drafting reflecting the time, place,
circumstance, and personality of the theorist,
it does not necessarily register progress in
comprehension. The general theory can be
identified and explained at any time and in
any place and circumstance in history. This
theory for the strategic function must be
expressed in the manner characteristic of the
period, but it does not have a linear and pro-
gressive intellectual narrative. Clausewitz is
superior in important respects to Thucydides
and Sun Tzu, but that is not because he wrote
2,200 and more years later than did they. The
strategic function is universal and eternal and
is not the product of culturally circumscribed
conceptualization. It follows, therefore, that
great works of general strategic theory in
principle can have equal value for today and
tomorrow and can be written at any location
and at any of history’s many moments, those
both allegedly momentously “strategic” and
those that plainly are much less plausibly so.
Everything there is to know about strategy
as the basis for general theory was as know-
able in ancient Greece as it was in early 19
century Prussia and as it is today. Strategy, not
strategies, endures. JFQ
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ne damaging consequence of
Wiki Leaks has been the res-
urrection of the statement by
Sir Henry Wotton, who served
King James I as ambassador to Venice, that
“an Ambassador is an honest man, sent
to lie abroad for the good of his country.”
There are questions to answer about how
250,000 State Department cables found
their way to Wiki Leaks, but a lingering
public impression that diplomacy is tainted
because it is carried out by patriotic people
pledged to the advancement of their country
and may sometimes be better accomplished
in private than in public leads to a larger
challenge: trying to define a diplomatic
world view. Is there a philosophy that
describes diplomacy’s uplifting qualities? In
this essay, I draw on my career to consider,
in light of Wiki Leaks, how I would describe
a diplomat’s philosophy.

Such a personal essay begins with three
statements of what such a philosophy is not.
First, it is not a consideration of a philosophy
of international relations or a commentary
on thinkers such as Immanuel Kant and their
relevance to and impact on the international
system in which diplomats work. Second, it is
not a scholarly work. My perspective remains
that of a practitioner of diplomacy. Third,
this reflection is not designed to be univer-
sal. American diplomats may recognize the
fundamentals of this philosophy, and perhaps
some of our friends and allies will as well.
However, as I will argue below, if pluralism
is one of the foundations of this diplomat’s
philosophy, then we should not be surprised
to find other diplomatic constructs operating
around the world.

Four Principles of a
Diplomatic Philosophy

If Sir Henry Wotton does not accu-
rately portray a philosophy for a diplomat,
what might constitute one? Let us consider
four principles as a foundation: optimism, a
commitment to justice, truth in dealing, and
realism tempered by pluralism.

First, optimism. Twenty-nine years in
the U.S. Foreign Service taught me that the

GROSSMAN

American diplomats know that the choices their own
country makes about issues such as resilience, health care,
infrastructure, and the balance between rights and security will
form the foundation for their representation around the world

best diplomats are optimists. They believe
in the power of ideas. They believe that
sustained effort can lead to progress. They
believe that diplomacy, backed when needed
by the threat of force, can help nations and
groups avoid bloodshed.

This belief in optimism and the pursuit
of action on behalf of the nation requires
making choices, often between two poor
alternatives. John W. O’Malley, in his book
Four Cultures of the West, describes the pro-
phetic, academic/professional, humanistic,
and artistic cultures all as being part of larger
Western philosophy. He puts statesmen in
“culture three” (humanistic) because they are
concerned with contingencies. O’Malley says
a statesman must ask: “Is war required of us
now, under these circumstances?” A states-
man argues, therefore, from:

probabilities to attain a solution not certain
but more likely of success than its alternatives.
Like the poet, then, the statesman deals with
ambiguities, very unlike the protagonist from
culture two, who traditionally argued from
principles to attain truth certain and proved
to be such; cultures two and three represent,
thus, two different approaches to problem
solving. Like the prophet of culture one, the
statesman of culture three wants to change
society for the better, but to do so he seeks
common ground and knows that to attain his
end he must be astute in compromise. He does
not shun the negotiating table.?

Henry Kissinger, in his book Diplomacy,
made a similar observation:

Intellectuals analyze the operations of inter-
national systems; statesmen build them and
there is a vast difference between the perspec-
tive of an analyst and that of a statesman. The
analyst can choose which problem he wishes

Ambassador Marc Grossman is the United States Special Envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan. He prepared
this article in a personal capacity prior to his return to U.S. Government service in this position. Previously,

he served as U.S. Ambassador to Turkey, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, and Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs. The author expresses his appreciation to The Cohen Group, the Harvard
JFK School Project on the Future of Diplomacy, Toni Getze, and Jill 0’Donnell for their support in making

this article a reality. The views herein are the author’s own and do not necessarily represent those of the

Department of State or the U.S. Government.
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to study, whereas the statesman’s problems
are imposed on him. The analyst can allot
whatever time is necessary to come to a clear
conclusion; the overwhelming challenge for
the statesman is the pressure of time. The
analyst runs no risk. If his conclusions prove
wrong, he can write another treatise. The
statesman is permitted only one guess; his
mistakes are irretrievable. The analyst has
available to him all the facts; he will be judged
on his intellectual power. The statesman must
act on assessments that cannot be proved at
the time that he is making them; he will be
judged by history on the basis of how wisely he
managed the inevitable change and, above all,
by how well he preserves the peace.’

Put another way, the diplomat sees
herself or himself as the person Theodore
Roosevelt described as “in the arena,” who
strives “to do the deeds.™

Second, a commitment to justice. Kiss-
inger, often criticized by those who subscribe
to Wotton’s description of diplomacy, is clear
that the only successful international orders are
those that are just.” He goes on to note that this
requirement for justice is intimately connected
to the domestic institutions of the nations that
make up the international system. That is why,
for this diplomat’s philosophy, the American
commitment to political and economic justice,
not just at home but also abroad, is a crucial
connection.® It is this link that emerges in
the press reports of Wiki Leaks as American
diplomats pursue policies that promote the
sanctity of the individual, the rule of law, and
fairness in economic life. American diplomats
know that the choices their own country makes
about issues such as resilience, health care,
infrastructure, and the balance between rights
and security will form the foundation for their
representation around the world.

Third, truth in dealing. Sir Henry Wotton
and his contemporary Wiki Leaks-inspired
celebrants are wrong. Untruthful diplomacy is
unsuccessful diplomacy. As Harold Nicolson
wrote in his classic book Diplomacy, first pub-
lished in 1939, “My own practical experience,
and the years of study which I have devoted
to this subject, have left me with the profound
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Ambassador Grossman (center) speaks with U.S. and Tajik officials
at bilateral consultation with Tajikistan government in Dushanbe

conviction that ‘moral’ diplomacy is ulti-
mately the most effective, and that ‘immoral’
diplomacy defeats its own purposes.” In his
chapter on the “Ideal Diplomatist,” Nicolson
says that the first virtue of the ideal diplomat
is truthfulness. “By this is meant, not merely
abstention from conscious mis-statements,
but a scrupulous care to avoid the suggestion
of the false or the suppression of the truth. A
good diplomatist should be at pains not to leave
any incorrect impressions whatsoever upon
the minds of those with whom he negotiates.””
Garrett Mattingly expands on this conviction
when, after describing the fundamentals of
diplomacy, he notes that:

If all this says more about the value of patience,
truthfulness, loyalty and mutual confidence,
and less about bluff, bedazzlement, intrigue
and deception than might be considered
appropriate for the century in which Machia-
velli was born, perhaps it is not the less realistic
on that account. Scholars and literary men
often seem more given to the inverted idealism
of real politik than working diplomats. In the
long rum, virtue is more successful than the
most romantic rascality.®

Fourth, realism tempered by a commit-

ment to pluralism. It is not a coincidence that
the search for useful foreign policy paradigms
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State Department

after the American invasions of Afghanistan
and Iraq has led some observers back to
the work of Reinhold Niebuhr. Andrew J.
Bacevich has written an introduction to a
reissued edition of Niebuhr’s The Irony of
American History. Brian Urquhart high-
lighted Bacevich’s introduction and Niebuhr’s
words and warnings in a review in the New
York Review of Books. Robert Kagan called
on Niebuhr’s insights to help him define the
debate between what he described as “old
and new realism.” The return of interest in
Niebuhr (including from President Barack
Obama) is based both on Niebuhr’s pessimis-
tic view of the international system and on his
belief in the limits of what America can do to
change the world in which we find ourselves.
Bacevich maintains that the truths
Niebuhr spoke are uncomfortable for us
to hear: “Four such truths are especially
underlined in The Irony of American History:
the persistent sin of American exceptional-
ism; the indecipherability of history; the
false allure of simple solutions; and, finally,
the imperative of appreciating the limits of
power.”'® As Niebuhr himself wrote: “Our
dreams of bringing the whole of human
history under the control of the human will
are ironically refuted by the fact that no
group of idealists can easily move the pattern
of history toward the desired goal of peace

and justice. The recalcitrant forces in the
historical drama have a power and persis-
tence beyond our reckoning.” Or, in words
particularly relevant to a post-Afghanistan
and Iraq United States, Niebuhr says, “For
our sense of responsibility to a world com-
munity beyond our own borders is a virtue,
even though it is partly derived from the
prudent understanding of our own interests.
But this virtue does not guarantee our ease,
comfort, or prosperity. We are the poorer for
the global responsibilities which we bear and
the fulfillments of our desires are mixed with
frustrations and vexations.”'

Niebuhr challenges (or at least compli-
cates) the diplomat’s philosophy of optimistic,
realistic actions in the pursuit of justice:

The ironic elements in American history

can be overcome, in short, only if American
idealism comes to terms with the limits of all
human striving, the fragmentariness of all
human wisdom, the precariousness of all his-
toric configurations of power, and the mixture
of good and evil in all human virtue. America’s
moral and spiritual success in relating itself
creatively to a world community requires not
so much a guard against the gross vices, about
which the idealists warn us, as a reorientation
of the whole structure of our idealism. That
idealism is too oblivious of the ironic perils to
which human virtue, wisdom and power are
subject. It is too certain that there is a straight
path toward the goal of human happiness; too
confident of the wisdom and idealism which
prompt men and nations toward that goal;
and too blind to the curious compounds of
good and evil in which the actions of the best
men and nations abound.”

President Obama’s speech in Oslo at the
acceptance of the Nobel Peace Prize in 2009
started with an optimistic view of the future.
But Obama then reminded the audience that
“we must begin by acknowledging the hard
truth: we will not eradicate violent conflict
in our lifetimes. There will be times when
nations—acting individually or in concert—
will find the use of force not only necessary
but morally justified.” President Obama
recognized that this conflicts with the vision
of Martin Luther King, Jr., to whom the Presi-
dent acknowledges he owes so much, and with
the philosophy of Gandhi. However:

As a head of state sworn to protect and
defend my nation, I cannot be guided by their
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examples alone. I face the world as it is, and
cannot stand idle in the face of threats to the
American people. For make no mistake: Evil
does exist in the world. A non-violent move-
ment could not have halted Hitler’s armies.
Negotiations cannot convince al-Qaeda’s
leaders to lay down their arms. To say that
force may sometimes be necessary is not a call
to cynicism—it is a recognition of history; the
imperfections of man and the limits of reason."

The Diplomat’s Dilemma
So what has become of the diplomat’s

philosophy? Part is rooted in Niebuhr’s realism.

Most diplomats have seen too much in too
many places to remain unvarnished optimists.
But while diplomats are children of Niebuhr,
he is not their only intellectual parent. For me,
the debt to Niebuhr is tempered by two other
points: first, a commitment to political and
economic pluralism and, second—recogniz-
ing the importance of Niebuhr’s cautions—a
belief, based on America’s founding principles,
that the United States has an important and
potentially unique role to play in the modern
world. This is Niebuhr leavened by Sir Isaiah
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Berlin’s ideas about pluralism, Kwame Anthony
Appiah’s description of cosmopolitanism, and
my belief in the continuing importance of
American values and power.

Just as those seeking a framework for
U.S. foreign policy after Iraq and Afghanistan
have returned to the writings of Reinhold
Niebuhr, some have also sought the wisdom
of Isaiah Berlin. The Oxford University Press
has reissued many of Berlin’s greatest works,
including “Two Concepts of Liberty.” In his
review of a new book of Berlin’s letters in the
New York Review of Books in February 2010,
Nicholas Kristof asks: “What exactly is Berlin’s
legacy and philosophy? To me, it is his empha-
sis on the ‘pluralism of values,” a concept that
suggests a non-ideological, pragmatic way of
navigating an untidy world.” In his biography
of Berlin, Michael Ignatieff writes that Berlin:

never claimed to have been the first to think
about pluralism. But Berlin had reason to
believe that he was the first to argue that
pluralism entailed liberalism—that is, if
human beings disagreed about ultimate ends,
the political system that best enabled them
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most diplomats have seen too
much in too many places to
remain unvarnished optimists

to adjudicate these conflicts was one which
privileged their liberty, for only conditions
of liberty could enable them to make the
compromises between values necessary to
maintain a free social life."

Berlin himself writes in “Two Concepts
of Liberty” that:

pluralism . . . seems to me a truer and more
humane ideal than the goals of those who seek
in the great disciplined, authoritarian struc-
tures the ideal of “positive” self mastery by
classes, or peoples, or the whole of mankind.
It is truer, because it does, at least, recognize
the fact that human goals are many, not all
of them commensurable, and in perpetual
rivalry with one another. To assume that all
values can be graded on one scale, so that it is
a mere matter of inspection to determine the
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highest, seems to me to falsify our knowledge
that men are free agents, to represent moral
decision as an operation which a slide rule
could, in principle, perform.”

Kristof highlights the final paragraphs
of “Two Concepts of Liberty,” in which Berlin
speaks to a seeker of diplomatic philosophy:

It may be that the ideal of freedom to choose
ends without claiming eternal validity for
them, and that the pluralism of values con-
nected with this, is only the late fruit of our
declining capitalist civilizations: an ideal
which remote ages and primitive societies have
not recognized, and one which posterity will
regard with curiosity, even sympathy, but little
comprehension. This may be so; but no skepti-
cal conclusions seem to me to follow. Principles
are not less sacred because their duration
cannot be guaranteed. Indeed, the very desire
for guarantees that our values are eternal and
secure in some objective heaven is perhaps only
a craving for the certainties of childhood or the
absolute values of our primitive past."

Appiah’s book Cosmopolitanism takes a
commitment to pluralism and embeds itin a
philosophy which many diplomats will recog-
nize as part of their world view. Appiah writes:

So there are two strands that intertwine in
the notion of cosmopolitanism. One is the
idea that we have obligations to others, obli-
gations that stretch beyond those to whom
we are related by the ties of kith and kind, or
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even the more formal ties of a shared citizen-
ship. The other is that we take seriously the
value not just of human life but of particular
human lives, which means taking an inter-
est in the practices and beliefs that lend
them significance. People are different, the
cosmopolitan knows, and there is much to
learn from our differences. Because there are
so many human possibilities worth explor-
ing, we neither expect nor desire that every
person or every society should converge on a
single mode of life. Whatever our obligations
are to others (or theirs to us) they often have
the right to go their own way . . . there will
be times when these two ideals—universal
concern and respect for legitimate differ-
ence—clash. There is a sense in which cos-
mopolitanism is the name not of the solution
but of the challenge.”

Appiah’s ideas connect to Berlin’s credo:
“One distinctively cosmopolitan commitment
is to pluralism. Cosmopolitans think that
there are many values worth living by and that
you cannot live by all of them so we hope and
expect that different people and different soci-
eties will embody different values (but they
have to be values worth living by).”

To be fair, Niebuhr is part of this plural-
istic vision as well. Keeping in mind that he
was writing in 1952, Niebuhr notes that:

Today the success of America in world politics

depends upon its ability to establish community
with many nations, despite the hazards created
by pride of power on the one hand and the envy

of the weak on the other. This success requires
a modest awareness of the contingent elements
in the values and ideals of our devotion, even
when they appear to us to be universally valid;
and a generous appreciation of the valid ele-
ments in the practices and institutions of other
nations though they deviate from our own.*

And what of American values and
power? It is with trepidation that I disagree
with Niebuhr when it comes to the impor-
tance of maintaining America’s commitment
to acting on behalf of freedom and justice in
the world, but Niebuhr also says that we must
never come to terms with tyranny.”* America
was founded, as Robert Kagan has written,
with the Declaration of Independence as its
first foreign policy document.” The United
States still has a special role to play in support-
ing political and economic pluralism around
the world. It will cause us the discomfort
that Niebuhr describes, but it is both part of
our destiny and among the most important
reasons that American diplomats go out each
day to do our nation’s bidding.

The issue is joined by Kagan in his Wall
Street Journal article “Power Play.” Kagan calls
for a “bit of realism” to challenge “the wide-
spread belief that a liberal international order
rests on the triumph of ideas alone or the natural
unfolding of human progress.” He notes that:

The focus on the dazzling pageant of progress
at the end of the Cold War ignored the wires
and the beams and the scaffolding that had
made such progress possible. The global shift
toward liberal democracy coincided with the
historical shift in the balance of power toward
those nations and peoples who favored the
liberal democratic idea, a shift that began
with the triumph of the democratic powers
over fascism in World War II and that was
followed by a second triumph of the democra-
cies over communism in the Cold War.**

President Obama made the same point
in Oslo: “But the world must remember that it
was not simply international institutions—not

the United States still has
a special role to play in
supporting political and
economic pluralism around
the world
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just treaties and declarations—that brought
stability to a post-World War II world. What-
ever the mistakes we have made, the plain

fact is this: The United States of America has
helped underwrite global security for more
than six decades with the blood of our citizens
and the strength of our arms.””

While trying to graft pluralism to
realism, it is vital to avoid thinking that all
values are equal. Appiah writes, “Universalism
without toleration, it’s clear, turns easily to
murder,” and so there are limits to cosmo-
politan tolerance. “We will sometimes want to
intervene in other places, because what is going
on there violates our fundamental principles
so deeply. We, too, can see moral error and
when it is serious enough—genocide is the
uncontroversial case—we will not stop with
conversation. Toleration requires a concept of
the intolerable.”® And Kristof quotes Berlin as
saying, “I am not a relativist. I do not say, I like
my coffee with milk and you like it without; I
am in favor of kindness and you prefer concen-
tration camps.” As Kristof concludes, “Finding
the boundary between what can be tolerated
with gritted teeth and what is morally intoler-
able may not be easy, but it does not mean
that such a boundary does not exist.”* This
is at the root of the diplomat’s dilemma and
why a combination of philosophies speaks to
those charged with pursing America’s interests
around the world.

No Room for Wotton

An American diplomat starts her or his
career by taking an oath of office to the Con-
stitution of the United States. These officers
come to their profession having formed their
own values, instincts, and philosophies. But
the professional pursuit of diplomacy requires
a philosophy of diplomacy and a commit-
ment to an America founded on optimism, a
commitment to justice and truth in dealing,
and the sobriety described by Niebuhr,
complemented by a belief in the pluralism of
Berlin and Appiah. In the search for a name
for one’s professional credo, perhaps this can
be termed “optimistic realism,” the belief
that strategic, determined effort can produce
results, tempered by a recognition of the limits
on where, when, and how fast these results
can be achieved.”® Looking back over almost
30 years of service to America as one of its
diplomats, this is my attempt to define my
motivations and beliefs. Sir Henry Wotton is
not my guiding philosopher. JFQ
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n January 31, 2007, justa

few weeks after the surprise

announcement that Robert

Gates would replace Donald
Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defense, Secretary
Gates was briefed on military plans and the
key role envisioned for him in the develop-
ment of those plans. This was not a detailed
briefing of the 50-plus contingency plans then
in existence. It was an overview of the plan-
ning process itself and an introduction to the
15 or so top priority plans that the Secretary
would review in greater detail in the months
ahead. At the meeting, Secretary Gates con-
firmed his commitment to play an active role
in the process for developing and reviewing
plans. This would be a priority for him. As he
saw it, involvement in the planning process
was one of his core responsibilities as Secre-
tary—indeed, it is one of the few responsibili-
ties of the Secretary enumerated in Title 10 of
the U.S. Code.
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In late 2008, after nearly 2 years in his
position, Secretary Gates declined a sugges-
tion that he delegate authority to approve
some of the lesser priority plans by noting,
“Looking at the list, I think it would be a der-
eliction of my responsibilities to not approve
the subject contingency plans.” At the initial
plans briefing in early 2007, Secretary Gates
also agreed to his briefers’ recommendation
to consolidate disparate planning guidance
documents, so as to bring greater coher-
ence and consistency between planning for
wartime contingencies and planning for
Department of Defense (DOD) day-to-day
activities around the world. In agreeing to
these things, Secretary Gates was furthering
an initiative called Adaptive Planning begun
by his predecessor. He was also strengthening
civilian control of the military.

Whoever replaces Robert Gates as
Secretary of Defense must be prepared to
immerse himself in the DOD planning
process. This article first considers some
barriers to the Secretary’s involvement in
planning and then looks at the benefits of
planning beyond just the production of plans.
It next describes how the Adaptive Planning
process improves civilian control of the mili-
tary—bringing military planning into tighter
alignment with administration policies and
priorities. After explaining the current plan
development and review process, the article
highlights the vital role that the Secretary
plays in the planning process.

Barriers to Involvement

The Secretary of Defense after Dr. Gates
will confront a multitude of challenges that
will compete for his attention and make it
difficult to focus his time and energy on the
department’s planning processes. Not least
among his concerns will be the ongoing
operations in Afghanistan, the wider war
against al Qaeda and its affiliates, and coping
with America’s worldwide commitments in
an era of declining defense budgets. Other
challenges will include unpredictable natural
disasters, such as the earthquakes and tsu-
namis that have devastated Indonesia, Haiti,
and Japan in recent years, and manmade

Colonel Mark A. Bucknam, USAF, is a Faculty
Member in the National War College at the National
Defense University. He previously served as Director
for Plans in the Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy.

ndupress.ndu.edu

USNORTHCOM and Joint Task Force North
commanders discuss updates to Defense Support |
to Civilian Law Enforcement Agency operations }

crises, such as the political revolutions that
have roiled the Middle East in 2011. If recent
history is a reliable guide, the next Secretary
will also be forced to contend with stories

questioning the loyalty of top military leaders
and with media storms over the state of civil-
military relations in America. Indeed, the
breadth and depth of responsibilities that go
with running the world’s largest and most
powerful bureaucracy are so vast that the job
has been described as “nearly impossible.”
As one former Secretary explained, “The list
of secretarial responsibilities is so imposing
that no single individual can totally fulfill
them all.”? Gates’s successor will have to
choose carefully the areas that he will want to
focus his attention on, and then work to stay
focused on them.

Regardless of the background, talents,
and expertise with which the next Defense
Secretary enters office, certain aspects of mili-
tary planning will seem unnatural and arcane.
It will seem unnatural because military plan-
ning includes planning not only for operations
one intends to conduct, but also for those
things one hopes never to do. Even long-serv-
ing foreign policy professionals sometimes fail
to grasp this aspect of military planning and
assume that the existence of a plan indicates
an intent or desire to execute that plan. Such
thinking is not unreasonable. Human success,
even survival, depends on efficiency—that is,
on not wasting time and energy on unneces-
sary things. No mentally sound person would

the responsibilities that go
with running the world’s
largest and most powerful
bureaucracy are so vast that
the job has been described as
“nearly impossible”

hire an architect to design a high-rise office
building, obtain building permits, retain
lawyers to draw up contracts, and advertise for
tenants if that person had no intent to build.
Yet the U.S. military routinely devotes enor-
mous amounts of time and energy to detailed
planning for contingencies that are unlikely,
and that the U.S. Government also energeti-
cally strives to prevent.’

Military planning will seem arcane to
the new Secretary because it is arcane. Even
within the military, the detailed workings of
military planners remain relatively obscure—
part science and procedure, and part art. It
is the product of specialized training, educa-
tion, and experience. Furthermore, as with
any professional subspecialty, planning has
its own language. Perfectly ordinary words,
such as assumption and supported, have very
precise meanings for military planners; and
many uniformed officers who have not been
planners themselves have enjoyed full and
successful careers without mastering the
nuances of “planner-speak.” Finally, military
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and agencies of the executive branch, thereby
helping to ensure that the benefits cited above
spread beyond DOD.

Adaptive Planning

The Adaptive Planning initiative, as it
has evolved under Secretary Gates, has gone
along way toward realizing the four benefits
just described and rectifying deficiencies in
the DOD planning processes that existed
prior to the Goldwater-Nichols Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1986.° Before
Goldwater-Nichols, civilian policymakers did
not participate in the plan development and
review process. Then, as now, military plans
were built by combatant commanders—the
four-star officers who report directly to the
Secretary and President and who are respon-
sible for geographic or functional commands
(for example, U.S. Central Command and
U.S. Strategic Command). However, before
Goldwater-Nichols, the Secretary of Defense
was the only DOD civilian who got to see
military plans, and that was after the plans
had been finalized and approved by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.”

Goldwater-Nichols provided a sound
legal basis for ensuring greater civilian
involvement in military planning. The law
gave the Secretary the statutory authority and
responsibility to “provide to the Chairman [of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff] written policy guid-
ance for the preparation and review of contin-
gency plans.” By law, the Secretary’s guidance
is to be approved by the President, and the
Chairman adds his own strategic direction
in a separate guidance document. To aid the
Secretary in discharging his responsibilities,
the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy was
tasked with assisting “the Secretary of Defense
in preparing written policy guidance for the
preparation and review of contingency plans;
and in reviewing such plans.”® The changes to
DOD planning procedures wrought by Gold-
water-Nichols were not self-implementing,
and throughout the 1990s, the Secretary’s staff
struggled to attain the larger role for civilian
policymakers envisioned by Congress when it
crafted the law.

The Adaptive Planning initiative has
steadily strengthened the hand of civilian
policymakers in the military planning process
and has kept plans more up to date and
relevant to the ever-changing security envi-
ronment. The Secretary of Defense’s personal
involvement in the process of developing and
reviewing plans has been the cornerstone
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of Adaptive Planning, and can safely be
credited for recent major improvements in
DOD campaign and contingency planning.
Secretary Gates’s predecessor, Donald Rums-
feld, formally launched the Adaptive Plan-
ning initiative in 2003 to get the military to
produce better plans more quickly®—though
the impetus for the initiative could be traced
back even further, to Rumsfeld’s intense dis-
satisfaction with his minuscule role in the
development of plans, and with the slow pace
of military planning after the terrorist attacks
of September 11, 2001.

By 2005, despite significant resistance
within the bureaucracy, DOD began in
earnest to implement Adaptive Planning. First
and foremost among the “essential elements
of Adaptive Planning” was the imperative
for “clear strategic guidance and frequent
dialogue.” The new planning process would
“feature detailed planning guidance and
frequent dialogue between senior leaders and
planners to promote a common understand-
ing of planning assumptions, considerations,
risks, courses of action, implementing
actions, and other key factors.”? Although
the initiative was designed to yield other
improvements, the interactive and iterative
engagement between senior policymakers and
military planners was the most important of
them all. Without the Secretary’s involvement,
combatant commanders and senior civilian
policymakers would devote far less time and
attention to plans than they do today, result-
ing in a concomitant lessening of interest
among their subordinates, and an overall
diminution in the quality of plans and ben-
efits derived from the planning process.

Consolidating Guidance

As noted in the opening paragraph,
Secretary Gates gave the go-ahead early in
2007 to consolidate policy documents so as to
bring greater coherence to the guidance and
planning for DOD worldwide, day-to-day
activities and the guidance and planning
for contingency operations. Following the
terrorist attacks of September 11, the White
House and Pentagon generated a bewildering
tangle of strategy and guidance documents

without any clear articulation of which guid-
ance trumped which, or how consumers of the
guidance should prioritize among the dispa-
rate signals sent from Washington. In 2008,
with Secretary Gates’s approval, Pentagon
officials promulgated one overarching policy
document to guide planning for employment
of forces—for both actual employment (plan-
ning for worldwide, day-to-day activities)

and potential employment (planning for
contingencies). The rationale underpinning
the new consolidated guidance stipulated

that all planning started at the top, with the
President’s priorities, as established in the
National Security Strategy. From there, the
Secretary of Defense’s staff would lead efforts
to devise a National Defense Strategy, while
the Chairman’s staff spearheaded production
of a National Military Strategy. Although each
subordinate strategy added somewhat greater
specificity to guide the combatant command-
ers in implementing the National Security
Strategy, all three documents remained
couched in high-level terms and were of
limited use to DOD military planners. The
new consolidated planning guidance of 2008
provided the details combatant commanders
needed to prioritize their efforts and to write
their own regional or functional strategies.
The combatant commanders’ strategies were
in turn implemented through campaign plans
drawn up by their staffs. Those campaign
plans implemented strategies mainly designed
to prevent crisis and conflict—in accordance
with the National Security Strategy goals. But
campaign plans also helped prepare the way
for success in conflict if prevention efforts
failed—consistent with the guidance for con-
tingency planning approved by the President.

The Plan Review Process

Secretary Gates’s consistent involvement
in the planning process helped to ensure that
policy and strategy guided the bureaucracy—
particularly the uniformed military planners
within it—and not vice versa. But how does
the Secretary get involved? What is the plan
development and review process? The best
one-word description of the process is itera-
tive. For a new plan, a combatant commander

the new consolidated planning quidance of 2008 provided the
details combatant commanders needed to prioritize their efforts
and to write their own regional or functional strategies
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prebriefings educate
policymakers by making
clear the true feasibility (or
infeasibility) and likely costs of
preferred policy options

in muddling through sterile discussions of
complex issues that should have been thought
through and clarified by the staffs. In several
instances, the prebriefings educated policy-
makers by making clear the true feasibility
(or infeasibility) and likely costs of preferred
policy options. Thus, the prebriefing process
has tended to improve policymaking as well as
plans, and most combatant commands have
slowly come to see the process as value-added
for themselves, rather than as mere bureau-
cratic hoop-jumping.

The plan review process, including the
prebriefings, comprises a fundamental aspect
of civilian control of the military. Civilian
control, as the term is used here, involves more
than just ensuring military respect for civilian
authority and compliance with the orders of
the President and Secretary—those aspects
of civilian control are not in doubt. Civilian
control also includes making sure military
leaders understand and adhere to the priori-
ties and policies of the administration and
that military planning reflects those priori-
ties and policies. No Secretary of Defense is
likely to ever read an entire theater campaign
plan or operation plan—typically amount-
ing to hundreds of pages of written text. But
the action officers who work directly for the
DASDs will. That is why the Under Secretary
of Defense for Policy was given a statutory
role under Goldwater-Nichols legislation to
assist the Secretary in producing the guid-
ance for, and in the development and review
of, contingency plans. Indeed, the Obama
administration populated the key positions
in OSD Policy with political appointees who
were seasoned policymakers with previous
tours in the Pentagon. The Honorable Michele
Flournoy, James Miller, and Kathleen Hicks
filled the top strata in the Policy hierarchy
responsible for plans. All had previously
served in OSD Policy leadership positions
with responsibilities for plans or were closely
associated with the planning process. With
the transition to the Obama administra-
tion, OSD also created a new position—the
DASD for Plans—highlighting the increased
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importance these policymakers ascribed to
planning. Janine Davidson, another veteran
of OSD Policy and a former U.S. Air Force
pilot, has held that position since its creation.
Since early 2009, then, DOD has had a civilian
political appointee whose order of precedence
ranks above Active-duty two-star officers,
and whose primary responsibility is to focus
on the development and review of plans. The
next Secretary of Defense will thus inherit an
organization and a process designed to enable
effective civilian involvement in and direction
of military planning.

Vital Role of the Secretary

For the Adaptive Planning processes to
work, the Secretary and those who manage
his calendar must support the OSD staff
in fulfilling its role, and enforce the review
process that goes first through the DASD for
Plans, then the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy, before reaching the Secretary. Other-
wise, combatant commanders and their plan-
ners would almost certainly revert to develop-
ing plans with little or no input from civilian
policymakers and attempt to go straight to the
Secretary for approval. Secretary Rumsfeld
and his senior staff assistants were wont to
allow combatant commanders to effectively
bypass the OSD staff, particularly with com-
batant commanders who were known to be
the Secretary’s close confidants. This would at
times result in a situation where no one from
the OSD staff who had actually read the plan
in question, and who had significant expertise
on the policies and issues relevant to the plan,
was able to know the content of the com-
mander’s IPR briefing in time to adequately
prepare the Secretary. Nor were these OSD
experts always allowed to attend the actual
review sessions—the IPRs—with the Secre-
tary and the combatant commanders. This
absence made it impossible for the experts on
the Secretary’s staff to faithfully follow up on
his tasks, questions, or decisions. In short, this
lax enforcement of the plan review process
allowed certain combatant commanders to
control the process and to sidestep difficult
issues. For example, DOD plans for counter-
ing weapons of mass destruction stagnated for
most of 2007, after experts on the OSD staff
were unable to adequately participate in the
preparation for an IPR with Secretary Rums-
feld in late 2006.

With Secretary Gates, the practice of
end-running the OSD staff came to an end,
and no plan review could be placed on the

Secretary’s calendar unless the DASD for
Plans confirmed that the plan was ready to go
to the Secretary. On several occasions during
Secretary Gates’s tenure, IPRs were cancelled
when a combatant command attempted to
bypass the prebriefings to the DASDs or to
the Under Secretary for Policy. Similarly, IPRs
with the Secretary would fall from his calen-
dar when combatant commands attempted to
put off the prebriefings until just a few days
before the briefing to the Secretary, making it
impossible for the commands to incorporate
policy guidance or make needed changes in
their briefings—a practice that subverted the
intent of the prebriefings while appearing to
adhere to the IPR process. More than one IPR
was cancelled when a combatant commander
attempted to change the purpose of the
meeting or substitute a different briefing in
lieu of the one that had been scheduled.

To his credit, Secretary Gates and his
administrative staff did a much better job
than Gates’s predecessor at enforcing dead-
lines for the combatant commands to provide
briefing materials prior to plan reviews. Gates
had a widely held reputation for reading
everything that his staff provided him, and
he came to the IPRs well prepared to discuss
the plans. Moreover, Secretary Gates was
impatient with any general or flag officer who
attempted during an IPR to introduce new
or updated briefing materials that had not
been vetted by the OSD staff. If a combatant
commander produced a document at an IPR
for the Secretary to sign, Dr. Gates would look
to his Under Secretary for Policy, in effect
asking why it was not part of his read-ahead
material. A disapproving look from the
Under Secretary would settle the matter, and
Secretary Gates would leave the paper on the
table, unacknowledged and unsigned. That
happened more than once, despite warnings
from senior uniformed and civilian officials
in the Pentagon to the combatant commands
to avoid the practice.

The ability of certain combatant com-
manders to evade strategic discussions with
their boss and to avoid difficult issues during
Secretary Rumsfeld’s tenure, and the more rig-
orous implementation of Rumsfeld’s Adaptive
Planning procedures under Secretary Gates,
highlights an important point: very few people
can tell a combatant commander what to do.
Though the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy stand higher in the pecking order
than combatant commanders, they are not
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in the chain of command. Only the Secretary
of Defense and the President can technically
order combatant commanders to do anything.
That is why the Secretary’s involvement in the
planning process and his support for his own
staff in enforcing that process are so vital. One
example illustrates the point well. Through-
out 2007 and much of 2008, U.S. Central
Command refused to bring plans to the Pen-
tagon, despite the importuning of Pentagon
officials of three- and four-star rank—both
uniformed and civilian. More than one staff
officer in the Pentagon has speculated that
one factor in Admiral William Fallon’s abrupt
and premature departure in March 2008 as
commander of U.S. Central Command might
well have been that the admiral refused to
bring plans through the OSD staff to the Sec-
retary of Defense—a failing he was known for
in his earlier capacity as commander of U.S.
Pacific Command. Combatant commanders
can get away with such behavior for a while,
for no Secretary will be eager to expend the
time and political capital necessary to rein

in a wayward four-star commander. But any
Secretary who wishes to manage the plan-
ning process to ensure that the President has
options in times of crises—even if they are

the “least worst” options for dealing with
situations that all would rather avoid—must
be willing to engage in the planning process
and see to it that difficult policy issues get
addressed as far as possible in the develop-
ment and review of plans. In short, without
Secretary Gates’s involvement in the planning
process, and his enforcement of the process
for reviewing plans, the combatant commands
would have been held to much lower stan-
dards of planning and thinking. Moreover,
there would have been much less interaction
among the staffs of the various organizations
with stakes in the plans, and that would have
redounded to the detriment of those plans and
the DOD ability to cope with crises.

The iterative plan development and
review process that exists today under
Adaptive Planning represents a significant
improvement over pre—-Goldwater-Nichols
practices and over the practices of the 1990s
and early 2000s, but it cannot succeed without
the Secretary of Defense’s support and
enforcement of the process. It would be easier
for combatant command planners, and worse
for U.S. national security, if the Secretary did
not take such an interest in planning. Only
if the next Secretary commits to being an
active and engaged participant in the plan-

ning process will these hard-won improve-
ments become institutionalized and further
improvements accrue. JFQ
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(B).

1 Adaptive Planning Memorandum, Ryan
Henry, Principal Deputy Secretary of Defense for
Policy, August 26, 2003, cited in Adaptive Planning
Roadmap 2005 (Washington, DC: DOD, 2005), 3.

"' Adaptive Planning Roadmap 2005, 7.

12 Tbid.

1> The Secretary’s availability has rarely been
a factor in these delays. For operations plans, the
delays in planning have been due in no small part
to DOD failure to field appropriate information
technology to assist military planners.
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Marines patrol in Garmsir district of
Helmand Province, Afghanistan

o Military
Th eory By MILAN VEGO

1 too often, the critical importance of military theory either is
not well understood or is completely ignored by many ofh-
cers. A reason for this is their apparent lack of knowledge and
understanding of the relationship between theory and practice and the
real purpose of military theory. Many offic s are also contemptuous of
theory because they overemphasize the importance of technology.!

ndupress.ndu.edu issue 62, 3° quarter 2011 |/ JFQ

59

U.S. Marine Corps (Colby Brown)



DOD

SPECIAL FEATURE | on Military Theory [N

General Dwight D. Eisenhower and General “Hap” Arnold

discuss Allied progress during World War Il

What Is Military Theory?

In generic terms, a theory can be
described as a coherent group of general
propositions used to explain a given class
or phenomenon.? It is a precise consider-
ation of a subject to obtain fundamental
knowledge. It is the teaching of the truth
or development of the truth of a subject.’

In the scientific sense, a theory does not
need to be supported or contradicted by
evidence. In addition, it does not necessarily
mean that the scientific community accepts
a given theory.*

In the broad definition of the term,
military theory can be described as a com-
prehensive analysis of all the aspects of
warfare, its patterns and inner structure,
and the mutual relationships of its various
components/elements. It also encapsulates
political, economic, and social relationships
within a society and among the societies that
create a conflict and lead to a war. Sound
military theory explains how to conduct and
win a war. It also includes the use of military
force to prevent the outbreak of war.®

Military theories are differentiated
according to their purpose and scope.
General theories of war deal with war as

Dr. Milan Vego is Professor of Operations in the
Joint Military Operations Department at the Naval
War College.
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a whole, regardless of purpose and scale.
There are also military theories focused

on specific types of hostilities and the use
of military force such as insurgency and
counterinsurgency, terrorism, support

of foreign policy, and peace operations.
Theories of land, naval, and air warfare are
intended to explain the nature, character,
and characteristics of war in each physical
medium. Theories of military art and of
strategy, operational warfare (or operational
art), and tactics are focused on explaining,
respectively, the methods, planning, prepa-
ration, and execution of actions aimed to
accomplish military objectives. Each of these
theories also describes the inner structure
and mutual relationships of the elements of
warfare in the respective fields of study. In
addition, they have to describe a larger stra-
tegic or operational framework.

Clausewitz recognized that every age
had its own kind of war.® A new theory of
war emerges as a result of a combination
of drastic changes in the international
security environment, diplomacy, domes-
tic politics, ideology, economics, and
revolutionary advances in technology. For
example, a new theory of war was devel-
oped in the aftermath of the French Revo-
lution and the Napoleonic Wars, World
War I, and World War II.

Purpose and Importance

Carl von Clausewitz wrote that the
primary aim of any theory is to clarify
concepts and ideas that have become con-
fused and entangled. Only after terms and
concepts have been defined can one hope to
make any progress in examining a question
clearly and simply and expect the reader
to share one’s view.” Clausewitz believed
that the main purpose of theory is to cast
a steady light on all phenomena. It should
show how one thing is related to another
and keep important and unimportant ele-
ments separate.®

The purpose of theory is not to provide
rules and regulations for action—to pre-
scribe a certain road that an officer should
follow.” Military theory should develop
a way of thinking rather than prescribe
rules of war. Clausewitz wrote that military
theory is most valuable when it is used to
analyze and critically assess all the com-
ponents and elements of warfare. It then
becomes a guide for anyone who wants to
read about war. Theory prevents one from
having to start fresh each time, plowing
through material and then sorting out the
pertinent details.”

A sound military theory is essential
both for an understanding of past wars and
for the successful conduct of a future war."
It provides the badly needed broader and
deeper framework for understanding the
entire spectrum of warfare. The lack of an
accepted body of theory leaves a void in the
basic philosophy that should guide people
in distinguishing between cause and effect,
trivial and important, and peripheral and
central.’? Even an imperfect or incomplete
theory can clarify many obscure matters.”
Military theory deepens and clarifies one’s
understanding of various concepts and ideas
on the conduct of war. It serves as a guide in
obtaining proper understanding of warfare
in all its aspects. One of the most important
practical values of a sound military theory
is to assist a capable officer in acquiring a

military theory is most
valuable when it is used to
analyze and critically assess all
the components and elements
of warfare
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broader outlook of all aspects of warfare.
The commander armed with solid theoreti-
cal knowledge would have a firmer grasp of
the sudden change of a situation and could
act with greater certainty and quickness to
obtain an advantage over the opponent than
the commander who lacks that knowledge.
Another value of having a sound military
theory is that it provides major input to a
valid tactical and service-wide doctrine. At
the same time, a comprehensive knowledge
and understanding of military theory should
help an officer to appreciate strengths and
weakness of military doctrine.

Science-Philosophy-
Military Theory Nexus

In the past, military theories were
usually based on the dominant science of
the age in which a military theoretician
lived. This is not necessarily the case in
the modern era because of the prolifera-
tion of various scientific theories and their
interpretation by many philosophers. Some
of the new sciences and philosophies are
based on dubious premises or are in fact
pseudosciences.

Modern military theory was heavily
influenced by empiricism and determinism.
Empiricism is described as a logical process
based on pursuing knowledge through
observation and experiments. One can make
sensible, if restricted, deductions and then
check them by reference to observed facts.
This, in turn, puts great emphasis on obser-
vation and historical study."* Determinism
requires that events occur in accordance to

Sir Isaac Newton by John Georg Brucker

ndupress.ndu.edu

some fundamental laws (that is, predictable).
There is overwhelming evidence that the
universe is in fact determined. Yet the course
of war and its outcome are by no means pre-
determined. One cannot realistically search
for and find certainty in a war. Hence, any
philosophy based on determinism is of
limited value in the conduct of war."®

The two main scientific methods are
inductivism and deductivism. Inductivism is
described as a method of reasoning by which
one proceeds from specific observations to
make general conclusions. The main idea
behind deductivism is to proceed from the
general to the specific. Theory is developed
by deductively testing data. Sir Isaac Newton
was the first to use both inductivism and
deductivism as scientific methods. For
Newton, one started with a hypothesis and
then deduced what one would expect to
find in the empirical world because of that
hypothesis—hence the name hypothetical
deductivism. This method requires rigor-
ous proof because one cannot be sure that
all data were examined. There is always the
possibility that an observation could conflict
with a known scientific law. Every theory
has an infinite number of expected empiri-
cal outcomes. Not all of them can be tested.
But even if a theory can be proven to some
extent by empirical data, it can never be con-
clusively confirmed.¢

The ideas of military theoreticians
have never developed in a vacuum but rather
have been products of a complex interplay
of the scientific, philosophical, and social
influences of a given era. The ideas of

i l v
Maurice de Saxe by Maurice Quentin de La Tour

military theoreticians are also affected by
major political and military events of their
eras. For example, Henri Antoine de Jomini
was influenced by Newtonian scientific
ideas in developing his theory of war.” He
believed that war, like other fields of nature
and human activity, was susceptible to a
comprehensive and systematic theoretical
study. Jomini argued that war in part could
be reduced to rules and principles of univer-
sal validity and possibly even mathematical
certainty for which Newtonian mechanics
set the example. Yet he also recognized that
like art, war is also partly in flux, constantly
changing, dependent on circumstances,
affected by unforeseen and incalculable
events, and always requiring application
through the general genius."

To understand Clausewitz’s theory of
war, it is necessary to examine significant
political and military events of his era and
philosophical and scientific debates of the
early 19" century.” Philosophical trends of
the era of Enlightenment shaped the ideas
of Clausewitz.? He was also influenced by
the French Revolution and the Napoleonic
Wars.?! Clausewitz was especially influenced
by the ideas of the German Romantic Move-
ment embodied in Immanuel Kant.?

J.E.C. Fuller was greatly influenced
by well-known philosopher and Darwinian
Herbert Spencer. He wrote The Foundations
of the Science of War and The Reformation
of War in response to what he saw as a
failure of military theory in World War 1.2
Spencer’s vision of an orderly, deterministic
universe led Fuller to think that war is a
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Gerhard Johann von Scharnhorst
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complexity is caused not by the number of parts within a
system but by the interactive and dynamic nature of the system

science. Consequently, there must be certain
laws or principles of war, just as there are
laws of chemistry, physics, and psychology.*

Methods developed by Sir Francis
Bacon and Newton were used in science for
about 300 years.”” The Newtonian science
dominated Western civilization both as a
framework for scientific investigation and as
an idea that the universe was ordered, mech-
anistic, and predictable. Two major scientific
developments in the early 20" century were
Albert Einstein’s theories of relativity and
quantum mechanics, which was developed
by a group of young European physicists led
by the Danish physicist Niels Bohr. These
new developments replaced the Newtonian
idea of cause and effect with a world of
probability and trend. They showed that our
understanding of the universe will always be
incomplete and tenuous.?

The theories of relativity and quantum
physics had major influences on the devel-
opment of modern military theory. Both
redefined the factors of time, space, matter,
and force. Quantum mechanics has shown
that uncertainty cannot be eliminated but
only managed by observation. In contrast
to the Newtonian science where repeated
observations have to be made to reduce
uncertainty, quantum mechanics requires
multiple observations within short spans
of time to reduce uncertainty to the small-
est possible level. The theory of relativity
implies that multiple observations must be
compared with each other to obtain a better
understanding of the phenomena.”

Systems theory was developed in the
early 20" century in response to the sup-
posed inadequacies of Newtonian science
in the new era.”® A system?® exists when a
set of elements is interconnected so that
changes in one element or its relationship
with others result in changes elsewhere, and
the entire system exhibits properties and
behaviors different from the parts.* The
main types of systems are open and closed.
An open system continuously interacts with
its environment. Depending on the type of
system, these interactions can be in the form
of material transfers, energy, or information.
The opposite of the open system is the closed
or isolated system. Systems can be dynamic
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or nondynamic. A dynamic system exhibits
a change in response over time due to input,
force, information, or energy. A dynamic
system can be conservative or dissipative.

A conservative dynamic system does not
lose energy from friction, while a dissipative
dynamic system does.”

Since the 1960s, complexity theory
has gradually emerged. Its supposed aim
is to unify aspects of the universe that
escaped due to both Newtonian science and
quantum mechanics. Complexity theory
describes the behavior of complex adaptive
systems.*? Its roots are systems theory and
so-called chaos theory.”> A complex system
is any system composed of numerous parts
or agents, each of which must act individu-
ally according to its own circumstances and
requirements, but which by so acting has a
global effect, which simultaneously changes
the circumstances and requirements affect-
ing all other agents. Complexity is caused
not by the number of parts within a system
but by the interactive and dynamic nature
of the system.** Complexity theory explains
why certain complex adaptive systems that
appear to operate close to the realm of
chaos are not chaotic and why the second
law of thermodynamics did not appear to
apply to biology.*

Since the mid-1990s, the systems (or
systemic) approach to warfare emerged as
the dominant school of thought in the U.S.
military, the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation, and most other Western militaries.
This was exemplified by the wide and almost
uncritical acceptance, by not only the U.S.
but also other militaries, of numerous pro-
ponents’ claims of the supposedly enormous
benefits of adopting network-centric warfare
(NCW), effects-based operations (EBO), sys-
temic operational design (SOD), and its most
recent evolution, design.

Despite the claims to the contrary by
systems proponents, Clausewitz was not a pro-
ponent of the systems approach to warfare—
just the opposite. In On War, he wrote:

Efforts were therefore made to equip the
conduct of war with principles, rules, or even
systems [emphasis added]. This did present
a positive purpose, but people failed to take

an adequate account of the endless complexi-
ties involved. As we have seen the conduct of
war branches out in almost all directions and
has no definite limits; while any system, any
model has the finite nature of a synthesis.

An irreconcilable conflict exists between this
type of theory and actual practice. . . . [These
attempts] aim at fixed values but in war every-
thing is uncertain and calculations have to be
made with variable quantities. They direct the
inquiry exclusively toward physical quantities,
whereas all military action is entwined with
psychological forces and effects. They consider
only unilateral action, whereas war consists of
continuous interaction of opposites. Thus, an
irreconcilable conflict exists between this type
of theory and actual practice.’

The Process

The reality of war is a starting point
for the development of a military theory.
Practice, in turn, puts military theory
under a searching examination.” Prussian
General Gerhard von Scharnhorst said that
the theory of scientific evaluation should be
based on experiences. He highlighted the
mutual relationship between theory and
practice. For him, there was no progress by
just having bland experiences without theo-
retical education and analysis.*® The process
of developing a military theory is usually
very long. It sometimes takes decades or
even longer before a general consensus is
reached about changes in the character of
war. Some of the strongest and most endur-
ing influences in creating a new theory of
war are the works of military theoreticians,
as the examples of Clausewitz, Jomini, J.E.C.
Fuller, B.H. Liddell Hart, Aleksandr A.
Svechin, Alfred T. Mahan, Julian S. Corbett,
Raul Castex, Giulio Douhet, and William
“Billy” Mitchell illustrate.

Clausewitz wrote that in the process
of developing military theory, war has to
be divided into related activities. Combat
is essentially the expression of hostile feel-
ings. In addition, large-scale combat is a war
where hostile feelings often become hostile
intentions. Modern wars are seldom fought
without hatred between nations. Hence,
theory becomes infinitely more difficult
as soon as it touches the realm of moral
values.* In general, the more physical the
activity in a war, the less difficulty there will
be in developing a theory. The more activity
becomes intellectual and turns into motives
that exercise a determining influence on the
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commander, the more difficult developing a
sound theory becomes.*’ A clear distinction
should be made between what is important
and what is unimportant or even trivial.

The history of warfare is the very
foundation of military theory. Military/naval
history is inherently broader, deeper, and
more diverse than the study of any other area
of human activity.*! It encompasses every
aspect of the experience of humanity.* Its
value transcends national, ethnic, or reli-
gious boundaries. It is the record of universal
experience.* Historical events are an integral
part of complex and highly dynamic interre-
lationships between humans and machines of
war. History does not and cannot predict the
future. However, it can teach us not to repeat
the errors and blunders of our predecessors.

When developing a military theory, as
many wars, campaigns, and major opera-
tions as possible should be studied. Despite
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the passage of time, there are lessons to be
identified or learned by studying wars of the
ancient era. Obviously, the most valuable
area of studies is wars in the modern era. Yet
recent wars should be studied with a great
deal of caution because most of the pertinent
information is lacking. Also, it takes some
time to evaluate recent events in a proper
light. Not only military, but also political,
diplomatic, economic, and social history
should be studied as well. Wars are never
fought in a vacuum but are an integral part
of the general history of an era.

Study of military/naval history is
barren and lifeless without the use of his-
torical examples. Theoretical discussion is
easily misunderstood or not understood at
all without the use of empirical evidence. A
certain aspect of military theory is derived

from the analysis of many wars, campaigns,

and major operations. Then, selected exam-

U.S. Army (James Benjamin)

ples should be used to clarify or illustrate
that particular aspect of war. Historical
examples can be used as an explanation

or application of an idea or to support a
certain theoretical statement or construct.*
A historical example provides the broader
context in which an event occurred.

There are also dangers in selectively
using examples from military history.
Sources for a particular example might be
misleading or even utterly false. Clausewitz
warned that improper use of historical
examples by theorists normally not only

theoretical discussion is
easily misunderstood or not
understood at all without the

use of empirical evidence
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leaves the reader dissatisfied but even insults
his intelligence.*> German general and
theoretician Hans Bronsart von Schellendorf
observed that it is well known that “military
history, when superficially studied, will
furnish arguments in support of any theory
or opinion.™¢

The study of military history would be
incomplete if not accompanied by deduc-
tion of the lessons learned. In terms of their
scale and importance, lessons learned can
be technological, tactical, operational, and
strategic. Technological lessons are derived
from the use of weapons and sensors and
their platforms and equipment. They have
great value in improving existing or design-
ing new weapons, sensors, and equipment.
Tactical lessons are deriv